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THE EAST EUROPEAN REVOLUTION: 
_ WHO IS REALLY BEHIND IT? 


» {See special ‘What We Think’ feature — pages 2-4) 


East Eurvoean update 


In these columas two months ago, we made 
some attempt to cast light on the momentous 
events that have been taking place in recent 
weeks behind what was once called the ‘Iron 
Curtain’. One thing that troubled us was the 
fact that these events were being loudly 


applauded by the very people and agencies we 
have learned to trust the least: the leaders of 
the mainstream political parties and the 
commentators of the mass media in Britain, all 
of whom might be lumped together, for the 
sake of simplification, under the description of 
the diberaliestablighiment’. In modern times 
there have been few historical developments 
approved by these people that could be 
accounted as good. It was for this reason that 
we counselled our readers to bear in mind that 
what is happening now in Eastern Europe may 
not be all that it appears. 

For a long time now, our opinion-formers 
and leaders of politics have been preaching to 
us that the age of the nation-state is now past 
and that national sovereignty is an outdated, 
even regressive, concept. Yet what have we 
found but these same self-appointed ‘experts’ 
drooling over the various ‘national liberation’ 
movements that have emerged in East 
European countries. It simply does not add 
up. 

At the time of our last analysis, only two 
East European communist countries had as 
bi been unaffected by the turmoil of change. 

hese were Rumania and tiny Albania. Since 
then, the former country has been the scene of 
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the bloodiest and most violent revolutionary 
change of them all. The last domino in the 
Soviet satellite system has fallen, and only 
Albania — for some time now outside the 
Soviet orbit — still retains its allegiance to 
Marxist ideology. And even there the signs of 
unrest are now gathering. 

The Rumanian uprising culminated in the 
extraordinary circumstances of the death of 
President Ceausescu and his wife. As part of 
our quest for an understanding of the forces at 
work, we should remind ourselves of how this 
occurred. The former dictator was given a two- 
hour ‘trial’. The ‘trial’ took place in complete 
secrecy. And then he and Madame Ceausescu 
were summarily shot a very short time 
afterwards. In view of the massive weight of 
evidence Ceausescu’s captors claimed to have 
against him, the idea that he could be given a 
proper trial in the space of those two hours is 
ridiculous. Apart from this, the short notice of 
the trial, and its secrecy, made it clearly 
impossible for the accused either to prepare a 
proper defence or to call witnesses. Then his 
shooting in the immediate aftermath of this 
kangaroo court equally clearly made it 
impossble for him to exercise any proper right 
of appeal. This procedure exceeded even the 
infamous Nuremberg ‘war crimes’ trials in its 
abandonment of a!l the basic conventions of 
civilised European law. Yet all this was taking 

lace in a situation in which, we were told, the 
orces of ‘democracy’ had been victorious! 

This gruesome act had about it all the 
flavour of the murder of Czar Nicholas and his 
family at Ekaterinburg in the wake of the 
Russian Revolution. It looked not so much 
like an act of ‘justice’ as one of Talmudic 
vengeance. 

And yet the western media raised hardly a 
murmur of protest against this outrage. The 
severest criticism one heard in any British 
newspapers was that the manner of the 


President’s and his wife’s demise was 
‘unfortunate’ but understandable in the 
extreme circumstances prevailing. Just 


contrast this with the howls of rage which the 
same organs emit when terrcrists are 
executed, after due process of law, in South 
Africa. 

Looking at all these tumultuous e.. nts that 
have taken place over a period of just a few 
weeks, the First thing one is struck by is the 
almost clockwork precision of their timing — 
one after another, in quick succession. Even if 
we grant that the peoples of the various 
countries of Eastern Europe had much over 
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which to be discontented — as undoubtedly 
they did — it seems naive in the extreme to 
accept the ‘orthodox’ view of our mass media 
that these revolutions were ‘people’s 
uprisings’, the expression of spontaneous 
revolt by the masses, and so on and so forth. If 
this had been the case, is it likely that they 
would have occurred almost simultaneously, 
as they did. 

In truth, the manner of their timing suggests 
very fag! that they were the work of a 
single hand. The question then arises: whose 
hand? 

As is so often the case, Ivor Benson, writin 
in Behind the News (January 1990) is well 
worth listening to on the subject. This is what 
he had to say in article headed ‘The past 
explains the present’:- 


“In East Germany, the task of transforming 
the Communist Party into some kind of 
‘liberal-democratic’ party has been given to 
one Gregor Geysi, a 41-year-old Jewish 
lawyer and president of the East German 
Lawyers’ Federation. The London Jewish 
Chronicle (December 15th) reports that 
Geysi is a member of “We for Ourselves’, a 
group of younger Jews who meet regularly to 
discuss Jewish problems. The London 
Financial Times (December 11th) says that 
members of the Politburo under Erich 
Honecker were more inclined to conceal their 
Jewish identity. 
““Czechoslovakia’s ‘No. 2’, one of the two 
deputy prime ministers, says the Jewish 
Chronicle, is Walter Komarek. In Poland, 
says the same paper, an American Jewish 
Congress liaison office will be run by 
Stanislaw Krajewski, ‘a Solidarity activist and 
leader of the Warsaw Jewish community. 
“In Hungary, prominent among the 
reformers 1s Gaspar Miklos Tamas, who has 
been given a considerable build-up in the 
western media, and could emerge as a 
candidate for high office. Born in Rumania, 
his father was a Hungarian journalist and his 
mother the daughter of a Jewish cantor. Like 
Lenin, therefore, who also had a Jewish 
mother, Tamas qualifies as a Jew under 
Israel’s ‘Law of Return’. The fact that the 
Socialist Party (of Hungary) proposes to use a 
big American public relations company to 
help it fight the forthcoming elections (BBC 
report) tells us a good deal about the kind of 
ople now jockeying for control in 
ungarian politics.” 


As a postscript later on in Behind the News, 
‘42, Benson again quoted the Jewish Chronicle 
«Jecemover 29th) on developments — in 
Rumania, which said that:- 

“Professor Silvio Brucan, a Jew, Is a 
prominent member of the new leadership, the 

Council for National Salvation Front. 

Another member, Mr. Aurel Dragos 
Munteanu, has strong Jewish connections and 
speaks Hebrew. According to Rabbi Rosen, 
he has a Jewish mother. Others say his wife ts 
Jewish.” 


Very recently, Brucan has in fact fallen out 
of favour and been removed from his post. But 
before this British T'V interviewers were in the 
habit of going to him, more than to any other 
Official ia the new Rumanian Government, to 
obtain comments on the situation. 

Of the others that Mr. Benson mentioned, 
Gregor Geysi, it will be remembered, 
succeeded Egon Krenz, who had taken over 
following the downfall of Herr Honecker in 
the DDR. Immediately Krenz came into the 
limelight, millions must have been struck by 
how ‘un-German’ he looked. We are now 
informed by German Canadian _ historical 
revisionist Ernst Zundel, a_ diligent 
researcher, that “Egon Krenz was identified 
as a Jew by a Jewish professor who appeared 
on TV recently.”” Evidently Krenz did not 
measure up to the requirements of those who 
staged the East German revolution, for he was 
soon displaced. However, considering the 


- 


DDR’s tiny Jewish population, it seems extra- 
ordinary that first one Jewish leader, then 
another, should emerge in charge of affairs in 
the wake of the upheavals. Just how do they do 
meee 

We have also received information, as yet 
unconfirmed, that Vaclav Havel, the writer 
who has just taken over as president of Czech- 
oslovakia, is wholly or partly Jewish. If we 
obtain any further news on this, we will let our 
readers know. 


BRUCAN 
One of the many Jews who have come to the 
fore in the recent upheavals in Eastern Europe. 
he has now fallen from grace 


The observation made earlier about the 
quick consecutive nature of these»revolutions 
in Eastern Europe reminds one of. similar 
events in 1848, as documented by Mrs. Nesta 
Webster in her book World Revolution. Of 
these the authoress wrote:- 


“The outbreak of revolution in Paris had 
given the signal for the European conflag- 
ration. On the {st March insurrection began 
in Baden, on the 12th in Vienna, on the [3th 
riots took place in Berlin, on the [8th a rising 
in Milan, on the 20th in Parma, on the 22nd a... 
republic was declared in Venice, on the {6th ~~ 
April a Chartist demonstration was organised 
in London, on the 7th of May troubles began 
in Spain, on the [Sth in Naples, and during the 
course of the vear no less than sixty-four 
outbreaks of serfs occurred in Russia. 

“Of course, in the pages of official history we 
shall find no explanation of this sudden 
recurrence of the revolutionary epidemic. 
which is once,more conveniently ascribed to 
the time-honoured theory of contagious 
popular enthusiasm for liberty. Thus the 
Cambridge Modern History, describing the 
revolution in Germany, observes: “The 
Grand Duchy of Baden was the natural 
starting place for the revolutionary 
movement, which, once set on foot, seemed 
to progress almost automatically from state to 
state and town to town.” 

“Precisely. But we are given no hint as to the 
mechanism which produced this automatic 
reaction all over Europe. The business of the 
official historian is not to enquire into causes 
but to present the sequence of events in a 
manner unintelligible to the philosopher but 
satisfying to the unenquiring mind of the 
general public.” 


And indeed there can be no doubt that this 
‘‘unenquiring mind of the general public” of 
which Mrs. Webster speaks is the type of mind 
that is expected to accept the proposition that 
the recent outbreaks of unrest in Eastern 
Europe are ‘spontaneous’ uprisings of the 
‘common people’ against tyranny. Tyranny 


there may indeed have been, and popular 
unrest there undoubtedly has been. But 
anyone who would maintain that these 
uprisings are not in some way co-ordinated 
and inspired from some central directing 
source would have to be accounted as having 
an understanding of politics on the level of the 
village idiot. 

And if. we accept that there is such a 
directing source, we must seriously doubt 
whether these uprisings are genuinely ‘nation- 
alist’. Unquestionably, they have received 
strong impetus from «grass-root nationalist 
feeling everywhere they have occurred, but 
that is very much another matter from saying 
that nationalism constitutes either their 
underlying political inspiration or their 
ultimate political objective. If it were so, is it 


really likely that the mass media in,the West, . 


which is almost wholly internationalist- in 
orientation, would give their blessing to such 
developments? cam 
The references by Mr. Benson and others to 
the Jewish role in these revolutions suggest 
that what we may well be witnessing is the 
wheel of history turning full-circle. Readeéts of 
this magazine should not need reminding that 
it was Jewish activists who fdérmed the 
majority in the cadres that brought about the 
Russian Revolution in 1917 —an upheaval 
which, at its time, was heralded as a step 
forward in human progress by good liberals 
everywhere. When later, in the wake of the 
triumph ofthe Red Army in 1945, this 
revolution was carried to most of the 
remainder of Eastern Europe Jews were again 


~ prominent among the leaders of the Soviet 
‘poppss regimes installed: Matyas Rakosi in 


ungary, Anna Pauker in Rumania, Hilde 
Benjamin in East Germany — just to give 
three examples. David Irving, in his book 
Uprisirig, which deals with the attempted 


“revolution in Hungary 1956, has said that, to 


man one insurgents, the uprising was as 
much ananti-Jewish one as it was an anti- 
communist one, as it was found that the police- 
state apparatus against which the uprising was 
mainly directed was heavily staffed by Jews. 

If we care to look back over events in 
Eastern <urope during the 20th century, we 
detect # iamilar pattern. Phase One: Imperial 
Russia is vilified by western liberals in the 
mass media as a ‘tyrrany’ whose people are 
struggling to be ‘free’; Phase Two: Revolution 
breaks out in Russia and a new regime takes 
over in which Jews play a predominant role; 
Phase Three: The new Russia is greeted by 
liberals in the media everywhere as ‘prog- 
ressive’ and ‘enlightened’ and the hope of free 

eoples all over the world; Phase Four: 

iberals in the West begin to be disillusioned 
with the new Russia and instead refer to it, as 
they did the Czarist regime preceding it, as a 
‘tyranny’. The same epithet becomes applied 
to its puppet regimes set up elsewhere in 
Eastern Europe after World War II; Phase 
Five: Revolutions break out, first in Russia 
and then shortly afterwards in nearly all other 
Eastern European countries. These _revol- 
utions are heralded by liberals in the West as 
‘progressive’, ‘enlightened’ and expressing the 
people's will to ‘freedom’. In these various 
revolutions, Jews are found to be playing a 
leading role. 

Isn’t this where we came in? 

At this point we may go back to Mr. Benson 
and take up another theme contained in his 
articles in Behind the News. Writing under the 
title this time of ‘1990 — the Mould is Broken’, 
he spoke of the red-carpet treatment given to 
President Ceausescu of Rumania when he 
visited Britain in 1978, and continued:- 


““Ceausescu’s secret police infra-structure was 
not created a year or so ago when the western 
media began to snipe at him; it was fully 


operative ever since the days of that ruthless 
tvrant Anna Pauker. © 


The suggestion here is that clearly some- 
thing has happened in the intervening vears to 
make it a matter of British and western policy 
to oppose the Ceausescu regime. whereas in 
the past it was accepted — indeed accepted to 
the point of conferring on Ceausescu. as Mr. 
Benson reminds us, the award of Knight. 
Grand Cross of the Order of the Bath. Here 
the operative word is ‘policy’. For this is what 
present opposition to the former communist 
regimes in Eastern Europe amounts to. The 
opposition does not stem frommoral disgust at 
those regimes’ inner workings, as might be 
suggested by current propaganda: it arises 
from the fact that those who wield supreme 
power in Britain and the West haye decided 
that there is a change in the international 
situation, calling for a policy ctiange on their 
own part. Gangster regimes in Eastern 
Europe which in the past, as a inatter of policy. 
were tolerated, are now not tc be tolerated but 
must be attacked by every weapon, overt and 
covert, that is to hand. And every encourage- 
ment must be given to their overthrow. When 
that overthrow occurs, it musi be acclaimed as 
a triumph for the forces of ‘freedom’. 
‘decency and all things good —. even if in the 
process former leaders are given secret trials 
of two hours’ duration and summarily shot 
shortly afterwards, with no facilities given to 
them to conduct a proper defence. 

_ So, what we have here is a situation, not in 
which the morality of these communist 
regimes has changed making them worse 
than they were before, but in which western 
policy has changed. Behind all the moralistic 
cant, this is the obvious reality. 

For what reasons, then, has there been this 
change of policy on the part of those -who 
control the West (and under whose power we 
are as much vassals as have been those in 
Eastern Europe under communist power)? 
There are two possible explanations. We 
cannot be certain at this stage which is correct. 
Perhaps indeed there is an element of 
correctness in both, with some variation 
depending on which country we are looking at. 

For the first of these explanations, we go 
again to Mr. Benson. Speaking of Britain's 
former acceptance of the Ceausescu regime in 
Rumania, he said:- 


“The lesson of it is that there was no fault to 
be found with a cruelly oppressive communist 
regime so long as it was able to remain firmly 
in power and hold down its suffering 
population.” 


And again:- 


“There was no campaign of propaganda and 
ressure against any communist tyranny — 
ut rather co-operation and support — until 

the moment it began to fall apart — nothing 

like the continuous undeclared warfare 
against Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe), South 

Africa, Chile, etc....~ 


Mr. Benson was of course reminding us here 
of what is common practice on the part of what 
has sometimes been been called the ‘Inter- 
national Money Power’, which has been the 
main directing force in 20th century politics. 
That power always prefers to have regimes 
around the world that are stable and firm, 
rather than those who look like tottering. 
Stability and firmness here often matter much 
more than the attractiveness, in moral terms, 
of the regimes in question. 

What is very probably true is that the 
International Money Power, based in the 
West, was well informed as to the fact that the 
various regimes throughout Eastern Europe 
were fast losing their support and credibility, 
and that pressures within the countries in 
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WHAT WE THINK 


(Contd. from prev. page) 


question made some sort of changes inevit- 
able. It has alwavs been an accomplished trick 
of the Money Power, when it sees forces for 
reform gathering in a particular country, to 
establish for itself a foothold among those 
forces so as to influence them in the desired 
direction — in a word, to control them. 

If, in the case of Rumania, the downfall of 
Ceausescu was thought to be imminent, or at 
least not so very far away, it would make 
sense, from the standpoint of Western Money, 
that the successor regime would better be one 
of ‘liberal’ complexion and amenable to inter- 
national manipulation by use of economic, 
financial and _ ideological remote-control 
systems, rather than a genuinely patriotic one, 
controlled by nationally-oriented leaders and 
dedicated to national purposes — in the 
terminology of modern propaganda, ‘fascist’. 

And of course the same may be said of other 
pending revolutionary upheavals elsewhere. 

In our own opinion, there is much force and 
much logic in this explanation of what is now 
going on. It may be, however, that to regard 
that as the whole explanation is to over- 
simplify. 

A theme which we have sometimes touched 
upon in these pages is that of the tendency, 
often in history, for regimes that have been 
established by revolutions from the left to 
move, in the course of time, gradually towards 
the right. To detail the factors that give rise to 
this tendency would be to demand more space 
than is available in this short commentary. It 
must therefore suffice here mercly to record it 
as a fact. Revolutions that have taken place 
against the background of slogans of 
‘democracy’ have often evolved, over the 
sie towards a new autocracy. Regimes that 

ave been conceived in a spirit of inter- 
nationalism have often, over the years, 
evolved towards nationalism. Regimes 
supported, in the first place, by artistic and 
cultural ‘radicals’ have often, in the course of 
time, swung back to a support of cultural and 
artistic tradition. ; ; 

Taking Rumania as an example, it may well 
be that President Ceausescu was something of 
a tyrant and that his regime was evil and 
corrupt. But, as Ivor Benson says, this must 
have been known many years back. What 
could Ceausescu have done recently to have 
changed his standing in the West? One 
possible clue may be found in the fact that, as 
mentioned in the small print of some reports of 
his demise, he had a policy aiming to rid 
Rumania of all foreign debts — in other words, 
he was not enamoured of the idea of having his 
country in pawn to International Finance — an 
essential ticket to global respectability! 
Another thing of interest is the news that the 
Rumanian President was averse to his people 
having a low birthrate and had introduced 
some measures aiming at cncouraging 
Rumanian women to have more children, one 
such measure being the banning of abortion. 
Students of the modern world will of course 
know that, while the prolific breeding of the 
millions of Africa, Asia and Latin America has 
the full blessing of our globz| masters, the idea 
that Europeans should multiply is definitely 
one that belongs to the dark ages and must be 
universally rejected. These developments in 
Rumania constitute just two of many that 
indicate a deviation of the original policies 
pursued by communists and their backers. 

With such changes, of course, has to come a 
loosening of ties with the original driving 
forces oF the revolutions in question, and a 
corresponding loosening of the control of 
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those forces. The economic needs of the state 
in question, for instance, may dictate policies 
that involve some disengagement from the 
international economic ‘order’. Internal social 
needs may dictate the adoption of policies 
designated as ‘illiberal’. Or 1t may merely be 
that the emergence of a strong individual to a 
position of power in a communist state may 
give rise to the assertion by that individual of 

reater independence of action in national and 
international affairs. 

For a variety of reasons, those international 
wirepullers who have set off a revolution in a 
particular country may, find that, as events 
unfold, the people taking power in the wake of 
that revolution may not be willing to be 
manipulated in the way originally intended. 
By such processes, Frankenstein monsters 
emerge who escape the control of their 
creators. : 

There are many reasons for believing that, 
across much of Eastern Europe, just such a 
process has been occurring. The communist 

rankenstein monster created in 1917 has 
started to behave in a manner not entirelv 
planned or approved by its creator. 

If we bear in mind the original source and 
inspiration of communism, if we remind 
ourselves of the fact that it was created, not in 


order to provide the ‘workers’ paradise’ for all 

. - . w 
as imagined in popular propaganda — but _ 
essentially to serve as a means for the control 


of nations and their peoples by hidden 
manipulators behind the scenes, it would 
follow that whenever the manipulators 

erceive that their creature is getting out of 

and and venturing beyond their remote- 
control system, they should seek to take 
urgent action to restore their control — by 
dispensing with the original monster and 
creating another, more amenable and more 
compliant. 

Fither or both of these theories could 
explain the recent events in Eastern Europe. It 
could be that there are further explanations 
not touched upon here. We may not be able to 
unravel them until much more Is known about 
what is happening. 

We might finally say this: just because 
certain forces are at work which are 
attempting to manipulate events in Eastern 
Europe to their own advantage and purposes, 
it does not necessarily mean that they will 
succeed in their objective. ‘There is much 
evidence, on the contrary, that in many arcas 
such events are getting entircly out of their 
control and taking a wholly independent 
course. One such course, for instance, is the 
movement towards unification of the two 
Germanices. We can be quite sure that that ts a 
development profoundly unwelcome to those 
who have been pulling the strings of upheaval 
in the communist world. 

Ivor Benson, in one of his Behind the News 
articles, summed it up in the title “1990 — the 
Mould is Broken’. That is indeed what we are 
now seeing. The mould in which 20th century 
international politics have been cast, with 
their phony ‘cold war’, their division of 
Germany and their suppression of other 
nationalities, is now on the way to being well 
and truly taken apart. It could well be that, just 
as the 19th century began, in effective terms, 
in 1815 and ended in 1919, so the 20th century, 
that ghastliest and ugliest of eras of history, is 
ending now — a decade ahead of time. If so, 
hurrah for that! Ahead of us lies a new age. It 
will be an age of dangerous pitfalls, some of 
which have been pointed out in this analysis. 
At the same time it is likely to be age of 
tremendous opportunities. For of one thing we 
can be sure: those powers that have dominated 
the century now ending are deeply worried. 
Everywhere the creations to which they have 
given birth are crashing down in ruins. The 


operations by which they are now trying to 
control events in Russia, East Germany, 
Rumania and elsewhere may well prove to be 
their last desperate fling of the dice. We shall 
see! 


More nonsense on inflation 


Old superstitions die hard, and they die 
even harder when someone has a vested 
interest in keeping them alive. 

Paul Johnson, one-time scribbler for the 
nutty left and nowadays an evangelical 
Thatcherite, was busy wielding his pen in 
support of one such superstition in the Daily 
Mail on January 15th. In an article headed 
‘Inflation: the real culprits’, he slammed the 
ambulance drivers and the Ford car workers 
for pursuing wage demands that, in his view 
were bound to set off a new inflationary spiral. 

Clearly Mr. Johnson, like so many others of 
his kind, needs a few lessons on the basics of 
economic life. 

His theory is of course based on the 
supposition that, if these pay demands are 
met, charges for the health services will go up 
and the prices of Ford vehicles will also rise, 
with the resulting knock-on effect on charges 
and prices elsewhere that we are told is bound 
to happen in such situations. 

But the theory is of course nonsense. 

If the Government maintained, as it should 
do, a proper mechanism of money supply by 
which the amount of money in the economy 
always ae: Saat to the amount of goods 
and services for sale, all that would happen 


‘through the charges on the health services 


going up or the prices of Ford motor vehicles 
increasing would be that there would be that 
much less money in the economy to spend on 
other things. Charges and prices elsewhere 
would therefore correspondingly come down. 
There would not be inflation. 

But this is not the situation that exists. The 
Government is not maintaining a constant 
equilibrium between money in circulation and 
goods and services for sale. Constantly the 
amount of money in circulation is increasing in 
relation to goods and services for sale. 

Why is it increasing? Is the Government 
simply oa more money than it should? 
That is a popular theory, but it is not correct. 

What is happening is that the Government, 
instead of ‘printing’ money, as it should indeed 
be doing, is bringing more money into 
circulation by borrowing it from the banking 
sector and paying interest on what it borrows. 
Likewise, money is also being borrowed in the 
same way by hundreds of thousands of other 
bodies and individuals throughout the land. 
And the banks, when they ‘lend’ this money, 
are not simply transferring it from their vaults 
to the borrower, as is ai estate supposed; they 
are creating it out of nothing — by the mere act 
of allowing credit! 

And as the interest-rate for all this 
borrowing goes up so does the nation’s debt to 
the banks go up. This debt, de jure, has to be 
repaid (although de facto it can never be 
repaid under the present system). At least 
some part of it is being paid all the time, and 
that part becomes written into every item of 

oods and services for sale. That is what causes 
inflation. 

Nearly everyone in Britain is being hit by 
this inflationary disease, but it hits the hardest 
those who have mortgages. All that the 
ambulance drivers and Ford workers are doing 
is seeking pay rises that will enable them to 
keep their heads above water in this inflat- 
ionary situation. They are not being greedy; 
they are just trying to survive! 

The process of course will continue — until 
we tackle the real cause of it. And the cause is 
not the workers but the bankers. 


MUST WE BE © 
FOR EVER INFERIOR? 


We will never recover from the British disease, says JOHN 
TYNDALL, until we learn to tell causes from symptoms 


NEW YEAR’S EVE 37 years ago was a day 
that I shall always remember because it was my 
first day ever on foreign soil. An eighteen-year- 
old national serviceman, I had just finished 
basic training in the Royal Artillery and had 
been posted to my service regiment in Hohne. 
West Germany. 

Wearing one’s country’s uniform abroad 
was an experience which, for me at any rate, 
served to concentrate the mind on the larger 
issues and priorities. Up till that time I had 
never had any doubt that Britain was a great 
nation, perhaps the greatest of nations. It was 
still then possible to talk of the British Empire 


in the present tense. Casting one’s thoughts 


over the whole panorama of human endeavour 
back across the ages, it was difficult to think of 
any race whose achievements had excelled our 
own. Finally, had we not, just a short time ago, 
emerged victorious from a war, as we usually 
did? I was now in the land that had been 
defeated in that war, and the army to which I 
belonged was one of its conquerers and 
occupiers. 

Rather naive and over-simplistic thoughts, 
the reader will probably observe. Indeed they 
were, but they were the thoughts of a 
youngster still in his teens, not as vet very well 
informed as to the realities of the modern 
world, but of ordinary healthy patriotic 
instincts. Such thoughts, I hasten to add, did 
not seem at the time any reason to strut and 
swagger, least of all to act in an overbearing 
manner towards the locals. But they did, I 
believed, provide ground for a quiet pride and 
self-confidence, for an inner feeling that we 
were the inferior of no nation and needed to 
bow to none. 

How spectacularly the world picture has 
changed since that time! 

Germany, the vanquished and conquered 
nation of those days of my youth, has risen 
from the ashes and surpassed us in almost 
every field you care to name. Britain, one of 
the ‘victorious’ powers of World War II, has 
experienced 37 years of defeat and degener- 
ation on nearly every front. The verdict of the 
war has been entirely reversed. Germany and 
Japan are the victors in todays world. And 
their wartime adversaries and post-war 
overlords? Apart from our own sickening 
decline, we have seen the steady erosion of 
American power, as that country has lapsed 
into economic insolvency, the total collapse of 
internal order and irreconcilable racial 
division. More recently we have seen the 
Soviet Union beginning to come apart in a 
wave of nationalist unrest coming in the wake 
of decades of economic incompetence and 
political corruption. 

But it is the condition of Britain that should 
occupy our minds the most because we are 
British. Our record, beside that of the nation 


over whose defeat our leaders and opmion- 
moulders gloated in 1945, has been pathetic, 
and it was amply exposed by Graham Turner 
im the Daily Mail of the 8th January. In an 
article headed “Why do the Germans live 
better than us?” the writer put the spothght on 
the spectacular differences im economic 
performance between our two nations over the 
past 30-odd years, pomting to West 
Germany’s £50 billion trade surplus last year 
by comparison with Britain's £20 billion trade 
deficit, with £8 billion of this with West 


“Doimg a perfect job,” said Turner, 
“requires intensive traiming, and-:- 

“«___the Germans have a passion for traming 
in the western world. The later 

stages of their educational system are a 

massive machine expressly designed to chum 

out the skills which are essential for 

companies who want to sell highly-priced 

And he continued:- 

“Seventy per-cent of all German youngsters 

spend three years at vocational schools to 
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45 years later, who is now laughing? 


Germany itself. Accordimg to Turner, it is 
expected that this vear the latter deficit will 
rise to £11 bilhon. What is more, he said:- 
.--It IS m areas where the performance of our 
own manufacturing industry has sagged most 
alarmingly — engmeering and motor vehicles 
— that the Germans are advancing. Last year. 
for example, the German motoring industry 
earned a surplus of £25 billion abroad, while 
our own made a trading loss of £6 bilhon.~ 

A fact which of course is well demonstrated 
when we drive along our roads, littered as they 
are with Mercedes, Volkswagen and BMW 
cars and Mercedes and MAN lorries — with 
no corresponding presence of Austins, 
Rovers, Jaguars, Leylands or ERFs on the 
roads of Germany. 

As to the causes of this superior German 
performance, Turner went on to list a number 
of factors. The first was hard work. ~The 
devotion to work as: the central cause of 
human fulfilment,” he said, “is certainly stull 
deep in the German psyche,” He then quoted 
a production manager of a chainsaw factory as 
saving:- 

~ ‘Our workers do have a very high commit- 
ment. If one of our machines breaks down. 
they will stay till eight or nine at night to mend 

it — and they do that without us even having 

to ask them. ~ 


learn a trade or skill. Nor are these schools the 
lowly-regarded institutions of last resort thev 
so often are in Britain “with teachers who feel 
themselves to be second-rate and students 
who regard themselves as inferior, as 
Hartmut Mattees, a teacher m a Stuttgart 
school, found when he visited Bntam.~ 


In addition to having an education system 
miles ahead of our own when it comes to 
training voung people for aptitude and success 
in the modern world, the Germans (like the 
Japanese) also channel far more investment 
into new technology and industrial modern- 
isation than does Britain. These facts Mr. 
Turner amply demonstrated in his article, and 
then mentioned a further one. perhaps less 
widely known. The Germans, he said:- 

“also have a secret weapon which we 
signally lack: an entire population which is 
fiercely critical of the goods and services it 
buys. will accept nothing less than the best 
and is vociferously angry when it does not get 
that perfection.~ 


The article concluded with a quote from a 
Daimler shop steward, who said:- 


“We are now the best. That is in the workers’ 
hearts here. and we are proud of it.~ 


To which the writer added his 
Contd. overleaf 


own 


Page five 


MUST WEBE _ 
FOR EVER INFERIOR? 
(Contd.*from prev. page) - 


postscript:- 


“Justly proud too, and until we are prepared 
to apply ourselves as the West Germans have 
we shall remain one of their industrial 
colonies.” 


SO WHAT’S NEW? 


All of the foregoing will of course be greeted 
by the nodding of many heads, but just where 
does that lead us? Thousands of articles along 
just the same lines as Mr. Turner’s must have 
appeared in hundreds of newspapers, 
magazines and trade journals in Britain over 
the past 20 or 30 years in which Germany's 
superior economic performance has become 
increasingly evident. All the factors in this 
superior performance have been extensively 
discussed in our country, so that there really is 
no longer an excuse for any moderately well 
informed person here being ignorant of them. 
One or two additional factors are not so 
extensively discussed or known, and we 
highlighted one of these in December when we 
reprinted a chapter from the book The Money 
Bomb, by James Gibb Stuart, in which the 
author pointed out that the German economy 
started in 1945 from a position of being debt- 
free by contrast with our own, which was in 
pawn to the international bankers. The 
importance of such a factor should not be 
underestimated, but it provides nowhere near 
a full explanation of German superiority, 
which is primarily due to the factors 
mentioned by Mr. Turner and listed in much 
the same way by countless other British 
writers and analysts over the years. 

And the fact is that, notwithstanding all this 
evidence, nothing has changed. No British 
remedy has been adopted. We have not, in this 
country, applied our abundant knowledge of 
the reasons for the Germans’ and Japs’ success 
and our own failure to any effective scheme of 
action to put things right. 

And this is the reality despite all the 

plentiful Thatcherite rhetoric on the subject. 
At the beginning of the Thatcher decade we 
were promised so much in the way of enter- 
prise, energy and initiative to improve things 
in Britain. We were promised a veritable 
revolution that was going to rejuvenate our 
industry by getting rid of old habits of sloth, 
inefficiency and outdated practices. We were 
even told — and for several years many 
believed — that this was actually happening, 
that British industry was making a dramatic 
recovery in performance, that we were closing 
the gap between ourselves and our rivals. 
_ Now, ten years later, all this can be seen as 
pure illusion. We are still stuck back at the 
starting blocks while our rivals remain miles 
ahead of us. The grand economic recovery was 
just a figment of Mrs. T’s imagination — made 
plausible by the propaganda skills of Saatchi & 
Saatchi. It has been like the much-heralded 
campaign to clean up the country’s filthy and 
untidy town centres — always something that 
was about to happen but never actually did 
happen, the object of grandiose plans and 
projections but never a visible reality. 

These things — along with immigration 
controls, a tightening up of law and order and 
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SYMBOL OF GERMAN CONQUEST 


Mercedes cars, like this one seen in a showroom, are to be found, along with other German 
products, riding triumphant in the world’s markets, including our own. 


the preservation of the British sovereignty in 
the face of the bureaucrats and regulators of 
the EEC — have been part of the Santa Claus 
world in which dwell the publicists of the Tory 
Government — halucinatory drugs to keep the 
brute masses happy and prevent them asking 
too many awkward questions. 

To summarise, despite plenty of knowledge 
as to what has to be done to get Britain 
moving, there has been absolute paralysis 
when it comes actually to doing it. Seen 
against the background of this reality, what 
many have thought to be the causes of our 
decline may be recognised as nothing more 
than symptoms. To penetrate through to the 
underlying origins of the British disease, we 
must dig much deeper. 


MASTER RACE? 

Hitler believed the Germans to be superior 
to other peoples and, not entirely surprisingly, 
such a belief was bitterly resented outside 
Germany. In the East, the Japanese at the 
same time developed their own theory of 
racial supremacy along similar lines. This too 
was understandably resented — and of course 
equally hotly repudiated. 

But the snag of all this resentment and 
repudiation is that in the years subsequent to 
World War II the rest of the world has so far 
done nothing to prove such theories wrong. 
Quite the contrary, despite overwhelming 
military defeat and destruction (the result, it 
might be added, solely of greater weight of 
numbers and firepower and not of any 
superior fighting prowess), the Germans and 
Japanese have turned the tables on their 
conquerers and succeeded in the post-war 
years while the latter have failed. And the 
more dogmatically asserted the post-war 
‘democratic’ doctrine of universal race- 
equality the more thoroughly that doctrine has 
been contradicted by the peerless achieve- 
ments of the Germans and Japanese in 
rebuilding their countries and attaining world 
economic and technological hegemony, while 
their wartime adversaries have become 
steadily weaker and lessgompetent. 

The big question arising out of all this is: is 
such obvious superiority a genetic one, or does 


it have other causes? 

These days, to venture into discussion on 
the question of whether one race is genetically 
superior to another is to tread, in Britain at 
least, on dangerous ground — something I 
myself know a little about as I have served a 
term in jail for just such a crime. I can, 
however, at least say this much without fear of 
further imprisonment: I know Germany well 
and am _ convinced that such © genetic 
differences as exist between its people and 
ours are very minor ones. Both Germans and 
Anglo-Saxons are sub-divisions of the same 
basic Northern European racial family. Both 
contain Nordic majorities and both harbour a 
substantial Celtic element — though in the 
case of the Germans this is less generally 
known than in ours. The majority of Germans, 
if they were to walk down a street in this 
country, would not be_ identifiable as 
foreigners, and the same would be true of 
Britons in Germany. I was struck by the 
physical similarity of Britons and Germans 
when a young soldier in Germany at the time 
earlier mentioned, and if physical similarity 
does not automatically indicate mental 
similarity it does at least indicate the strong 
possibility of a similar genetic mental make- 
up, particularly when it is known that the 
parties concerned have similar ethnic origins. 
This is not to say that a different environment 
and upbringing may not result in a differing 
form of mental development. 

When the environment and upbringing have 
been the same, Anglo-Saxons and Germans 
have not shown any marked variations in 
aptitude or performance. This can be seen by 
comparisons between people of British and 
German stock mainly born and brought up in 
the United States. In intelligence tests 
conducted among American servicemen in 
World War I those of British descent did not 
score less than those of German descent. 
Among the ranks of great American 
achievers, Anglo-Americans and German- 
Americans are represented about equally in 
proportion to their total numbers. Interest- 
ingly enough, although the United States has 
over 50 million peaple of German descent, this 


Contd. on next page 


section of the population has not produced one 
single great composer — although Germany, 
together with German Austria, has produced 
at least fifteen. 

Donald Day, North European corres- 
pondent for the Chicago Tribune before and 
during World War II, said in his fascinating 
book Onward Christian Soldiers:- 


“Many Germans cannot understand how it 
was possible for the extremely large German 
element among our (America’s) immigrants 
to become assimilated into American life so 
thoroughly and so quickly. As a boy I recall 
how in Chicago the city was proud it had 
almost half a million Germans among its 
inhabitants. They were certainly by far the 
most cultured element among our foreign- 
born population...They had pleasant homes 
and lived in clean surroundings...But this 
German element, like the Scandinavian 
element, did not organise its own schools. As 
in other American cities with similar settle- 
ments such as Milwaukee, St. Louis and 
Indianapolis, the Germans and Scandin- 
avians sent their children to American 
schools. And within two generations the 
German newspapers, turnvereins and other 
social organisations disappeared comp- 
letely.” 


THE IMPRINT OF HISTORY 


Here what Day seems to be hinting at is the 
fact that Germans, whiie genetically similar to 
Anglo-Saxons, have developed a culture and 
way of life that are profoundly different in 
many respects, the difference stemming from 
diverse intellectual and political development 
which, in their turn, are perhaps the 
consequences of very dissimilar geography 
and history. The Germans, a land people of 
continental Europe, have always lived close to 
external danger and been subjected frequently 
to external conquest. In the Thirty Years War, 
in the Napoleonic Wars and in the two World 
Wars of the present century, they have known 
catastrophe, death and suffering on a scale 
that is quite outside the British experience and 
comprehension, and such adversity, as 
Nietzsche said, when it does not destroy, 
makes one stronger. The British, by contrast, 
a maritime people on the European periphery, 
have obtained relative protection from the 
same upheavals, largely by reason of their 
peripheral position but also by reason of the 
Channel — a much more formidable strategic 
obstacle in past times than it is now. Also, 
during the past three centuries, we British 
have had access to a whole vast new world 
across the oceans in which our racial energies 
could be absorbed and in which, for most of 
the time, such conflict as we experienced has 
been with primitive peoples with whom we 
could easily deal. 

Not for many centuries has Britain had 
disputed borders with any _ continental 
European power, whereas over the same 
centuries Germany, and her constituent 
states, have had them constantly. 

Graham Turner, in his Daily Mail article, 
gave an example of the stimulus given by 
suffering in German history when he said:- 


“The reasons for Germany's staggering 
industrial success are clear enough. The first, 
quite simply, is terror: the terror of millions of 
men and women who lost everything in 1945, 
who had neither beds to sleep in nor food to 
eat and who yearned to regain their former 


status. Eleven million came from the East in 
two years, and the trickle in the decades 
which followed has become a flood again.” 


He went-on to quote a German sociologist, 
who said:- 


** “Every one of these refugees has given a 
very dynamic impulse to our economy, and all 
of them have passed on to their children the 
importance of being diligent because of a fear 
that they might lose everything again.’ 


But of course all this only amounts to an 
affirmation of what has become a constant 
throughout so ‘much of German history: 
familiarity with hardship, with life in the raw. 
By such experience people ‘grow’ mentally 
and spiritually. Mr. Turner might have 
expanded his theme a good deal further: 
rather than dwell merely upon the impetus this 
experience gives to individual drive and 
ambition, he could also have stressed its effect 
on the collective consciousness, giving rise to 
institutions and social conventions much more 
urgently geared to the needs of group survival. 
Here we can see a marked difference between 
the German and Anglo-Saxon concept of 
individualism. To the German _ mind, 
individual qualities are resources to be used in 
the service of the community, while individual 
freedom is seen to be valuable just to the 
extent that it provides the individual with 
time, opportunity and latitude to give full 
flower to his talents in pursuit of communal 
objectives and interests. In the Anglo-Saxon 
concept, on the other hand, individual 
freedom is seen as a self-justifying end, while 
society, state, law and government are 
visualised merely as necessary evils, accepted 
to the extent that they are required to serve the 
individual, and no more. 

Likewise, with the German and Anglo- 
Saxon concepts of nationhood. In the first, the 
nation is seen as a community linked by blood 
and by a mystical force of common destiny. In 
the second, it is an instutition of convenience, 
established for the mutual self-interest of so 
many millions of individuals who happen at 
any time to inhabit a geographically defined 
area. This Anglo-Saxon concept of nation- 
hood, derived as -it is largely from the now 
discredited 18th Century ‘Enlightenment’, has 
been taken to the four ends of the earth by 


British migrants who have opened up new 


continents, and is today the bedrock on which 
such states as the USA, Canada, Australia and 
New Zealand are founded. In South Africa it 
governs the thinking of the English-speaking 
population — which provides one of the 
reasons for the vast psychological divide 
between this people and the genetically similar 
Afrikaners, whose history is founded on 
struggle and whose concept of nationhood 
owes much more to German than to British 
sources of inspiration. 

This very basic cultural and intellectual 
divide accounts in no small part for the 
different responses of our two peoples, British 
and German, to the seductions of ‘democ- 
racy’. While Anglo-Saxons have fallen for this 
swindle with the infatuation and wonderment 
of children grabbing at presents from the 
Christmas tree, to Germans the democratic 
form of government and society constitutes 
just one among numerous theories of politics, 
to be evaluated, along with each other, on 
grounds of utility. For a large part of their 
history, Germans have not embraced 


democratic institutions — for the practical 
reason that they did not see them as providing 
the kind of leadership and organisation 
required for survival. And at those times when 
they have embraced them, as today, they have 
done so against the background of a cultural 
tradition very different to that of the Anglo- 
Saxon. Generally speaking, this culture has 
been a strong and disciplined one, shaped by 
adult perspectives gained from experience of 
the storms and stresses of history — by 
contrast with Anglo-Saxon culture, which, 
with all its virtues and attractions, is a 
relatively ‘laid-back’ one, and possessed of 
considerably lesser maturity. 

Thus does the person of German stock born 
and raised in an Anglo-Saxon cultural environ- 
ment become an Anglo-Saxon in almost all but 
name. By contrast, such people as Houston 
Stewart Chamberlain and Winifred Wagner 
(nee Williams), transplanting themselves into 
a German cultural environment, become 
almost “‘more German than the Germans.” 


SUBSTANCE AND FORM 

The racket which operates under the name 
of ‘democracy’ has in the case of modern West 
Germany been imposed by the Allied 
occupation forces as a consequence of the 
German defeat in World Wer II, just as its 
predecessor of Weimar was imposed through 
defeat in World War I. Anglo-Saxon 
‘democracy’, on the other hand, is the product 
of much deeper cultural forces stemming from 
national history and development. In the 
second instance, democratic institutions 
represent something of substance, no matter 
how shallow and flimsy the substance may be. 
In the first, they represent merely form. An 
infantile ‘democracy’ functioning against the 
background of an adult culture will be largely a 
procedure of ‘going through the motions’, 
whereas the thinking applied to vital public 
questions will still bear the marks of the adult 
culture underlying the process. It is for this 
reason that contemporary German ‘democ- 
racy’, with all its undoubted faults and abuses, 
never descends to quite the same silliness as 
British or American ‘democracy’, under which 
debate is at the level of the kindergarten and 
political behaviour assumes the quality of 
vaudeville. 

Though the forms of ‘democracy’ and 
‘liberalism’ are currently prevalent in West 
Germany, the underlying culture of the older 


Germany still survives strongly, with its 


impassioned will to excellence and its intoler- 
ance of the sloppy, the lazy and the second- 
rate. Not only is this seen in the German 
attitude to economic activity, to care of public 
and private places and to education of the 
young, it is even seen in the field of sport, 
where today the combined achievements of 
East (Central) and West German athletes and 
gamesplayers put the rest of the world in the 
shade. Why does this happen? Even if there is 
some genetic cause, this would not account for 
the wide gulf in sicndealdilaatonca German 
sportsmen and others of Northern: European 
type. The difference is of course that the. 


‘Germans simply try harder and have a 


stronger desire to win! 
We see a particularly stark example of the 
immense divide. between the British and the 


German mind when we look at the question of 
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organisation. We are accustomed to looking 
on the Germans as very able organisers, but is 
it not really a case of different attitudes 
towards the whole principie of organisation as 
such? A mature and disciplined culture is 
going to be one that recognises the necessity 
for organisation and planning as essential 
factors in getting things done properly, and 
this ipso facto is going to produce plenty of 
people who are capable organisers. Before 
aptitude in the arts and skills of organisation 
must come acceptance of the organisational 
ethos. Some strange inhibition in the Anglo- 
Saxon psyche (no aoubt conditioned by the 
drivel we read which passes for political 
philosophy) seems to recoil from the idea of 
organisation except for the most trivial of 
purposes — or the idea of intensity of effort 
except in pursu:ts of the same kind. Is this 
difference genetic? I think I have already 
given evidence that it is not. It can only 
therefore be seen as a difference of response to 
differing national circumstances. If we accept 
the dictum that necessity is the mother of 
invention, we may conclude that the 
necessities of Germany’s history have given 
birth to the ethos of national organisation for 
national survival — together with that of effort 
and struggle towards excellence. By contrast, 
we in Britain, and today in other Anglo-Saxon 
countries as well, seem to be governed by the 
view that “few things matter and nothing 
matters very much.” 

Returning to the question of the work-ethic, 
it could be that Graham Turner has got this 
matter a little out of focus as a factor deter- 
mining differences in German and British 
economic performance — at least im recent 
times. Certainly the Germans worked much 
harder than we did in the couple of decades 
following World War II. It is doubtful that 
they do today, at least in their places of 
employment. They most assuredly are worked 
harder at school and at university, and for 
better purpose, with the result that they join 
the nation’s workforce much better qualified 
in economic skills. That, rather than hours 
registered on factory clocks, is the probable 
reason for the far superior German record. On 
the other hand, German managers most 
certainly do work harder — but could that not 
be because German managers in industry are 
of a generally superior type? In Britain we 
have a habit of sending our brightest and most 
ambitious young people into the occupations 
that are of the least importance in making for 
national prosperity and success. We probably 
have the best lawyers, the best stockbrokers, 
bankers and financial consultants, the best 
classical students and the best actors and 
actresses in the world today. But that does not 
get us very far in making the products that give 
a country strength and power! 


THE CULTURAL CLASH 

But it is not only in the fields mentioned that 
the vast differences in German and British 
standards manifest themselves to the discredit 
and shame of our own country. Ihave touched 
on cultural factors in as much as they 
determine attitudes to work and to organis- 
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ation for work. But when we are speaking of 
culture we are speaking, of course, of a sphere 
which includes the arts — indeed in which the 
arts are central. The Germans have long been 
acknowledged as the most highly cultured 
people in the world, even by those who dislike 
them, but is there any special reason why they 
should enjoy a culture so much superior to our 
own? 

And superior it most certainly is! This was 
highlighted in an article by Denis Vaughan 
titled “Music to make us all lager louts’, which 
appeared in the Daily Mail on January 9th. 
The writer compared Germany's 102 opera 
houses with Britain’s six, and referred also to 
the ten opera houses and 21 symphony 
orchestras in Munich alone, a city barely a 
sixth the size of London. 

The chief theme of Mr. Vaughan’s article 
was the effect of music on a nation’s social and 
moral behaviour, and his lament — which I 
thoroughly share — was that our country was 
almost totally under the spell of the most 
barbaric and moronic forms of ‘pop’ music, a 
fact which he thought was not unconnected 
with our being at the top of the European 
league for the portion of the population im jail. 
He said:- 


“The power of musical therapy has long been 
known. In ancient Greece it was used to still 
belligerent people in their tracks, today it is in 
constant supply, but its effect on gencral 
behaviour ts rarely considered.~ 


And he went on to say:- 


“At a recent run-of-the-mill concert in 

London, a friend was making his vocal debut 

at the Marquec. It was impossible not to be 

struck by the behaviour of the listeners. The 

huge volume of the music, the mechanical 

hammering of its rhythm, its sheer physical 

impact and total lack of nuance left an 

audience to trail out at the end im a state of 

complete mental stupor — drugged, numbed 

and impervious to feeling.” 

And later on, in contrast:- 

““Germanic appreciation of the arts ts not just 

a popular pastime but a national habit and 

tradition. And German society suffers much 

less from the hooliganism and ‘lager-loutism’ 

it sensitively refers to as the “British disease’.~ 

The use of the term “British disease’ here ts 

interesting, for have we not for twenty years or 
more heard the same words employed to 
describe our poor performance at the 
workplace? But the common phraseology 
linking social behaviour with attitudes to work 
should not be regarded as coincidental, for 
here are just two manifestations of a national 
sickness that are closely interwoven, as they 
are interwoven with others. Putting it in the 
most basic of terms, we have been allowed to 
become a nation of slobs, a rabble whose 
tastes in music reflect its general standards in 
nearly everything. We have suffered a decline 
in international strength and power and we 
have lost an empire, not through some natural 
stroke of misfortune decreed by the gods, nor 
because of any inexorable law which says that 
great states, having waxed, must then wane, 
but because we have become no longer fit to be 
a great people. And this is not — at least up till 
the present — the result of any significant 
genetic decline in the race; it is because we 
have no leadership, and no institutions able to 
produce leadership. 

Mr. Vaughan has drawn attention to the 


high status of the arts in Germany, and by this 
he means contemporary ‘democratic’ 
Germany and not just the former ‘autocratic’ 
Germany. Here is a classic example of what I 
have said earlier about the imposition of a 
traditional culture upon modern political 
norms. For centuries, German and British 
governmental attitudes to cultural questions 
have been fundamentally different. The 
German approach, rooted in the authoritarian 
societies of the older Germany, has always 
been that it is the duty of the state to promote 
high cultural standards and to act as the 
guardian of cultural values, with the aim of 
raising the cultural level of the population by 
its leadership and example. The British 
approach, rooted in much longer-standing 
‘democratic’ and ‘liberal’ institutions, has 
been essentially a laissez-faire one: culture and 
the arts, like everything else, should be left to 
‘market forces’. If there is a demand for high 
culture, commerce will to it and 
undertake supply. If there is a demand for 
drivel, commerce will respond to that too, and 
supply accordingly. And the supply will be in 
exact proportion to.the demand. The latter of 
course, according to British thinking, is 
something that government should not daré to 
do anything to influence — for that would be a 
violation of the individual “freedom of choice’ 
whicn is part of the national religion, even in 
the evert of such freedom of choice amounting 
to choice of banality, trash and dirt. 

Asa result, while being the racial cousins of 
the Germans, and therefore probably with 
similar genetic cultural potential, we are a 
nation with an infant culture whereas they are 
a nation with an adult culture. This, much 
more than contemporary forms of govern- 
ment, shapes the enormous divide between 
the quality of their life and the quality of ours. 
And it is generally true that the same infant 
culture prevails in other predominantly 
Anglo-Saxon countries to which we have 
exported our way of life, norms and value:. 
Finally, it must be reiterated, people living in 
those countries who are of German descent 
are no less vulnerable to the effects of this 
infant culture than others. 

One could almost say that this was what 
World War II was all about. It was Beethoven 
versus Boogie Woogie. And Boogie Woogie 
won, as every such culture will when the 
contest depends on who can mobilise the 
larger mobs and tell the bigger lies. 


NEMESIS AND HOPE 

But that status-quo brought about by the 
temporary triumph of mob force and mob 
values could not endure. That which was 
rotten at first base was bound to crumble. 
Now, as the Berlin Wall comes symbolically 
down, we see the falling apart of that whole 
world which the mobsters set up in 1945 and 
the years following. And in the meantime 
those cultures founded on adult perceptions 
and aristocratic ideals are having the last laugh 
over their former conquerers, as they rise 
resurgent, in the West as in the East, to nullify 
the result of the war fought “‘to make the world 
safe for democracy.” 

It is perhaps appropriate to end this article 
by returning to the point at which it began: my 
thoughts as a young British soldier posted 
abroad for the first time and wanting to believe 
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I belonged to a country of which one could be 
proud. In middle life I still harbour the same 
sentiments, hopes and dreams. But the 
experiences of the intervening years have 
convinced me that this can only become 
possible by means of revolutionary upheaval, 
a revolutionary upheaval that will make Mrs. 
Thatcher's ‘revolution’ seem _ like the 
bourgeois garden party it has always been. 
The real revolution that we need must come 
from the Right — let there be no mistake 
about that. But it must be the authoritarian 
Right and not the ‘free market’ Right of 
current prevalence. It must not be a revolution 
that, in Mrs. Thatcher’s words, will “roll back 
the frontiers of the state.” It must be a revol- 
ution which, for the first time within long 
memory, establishes a state that wil! really 
govern. It must be a revolution which, instead 
of chanting asinine slogans about ‘people’s 
power’, gives power to an elite with the 
courage and the wisdom to lead the people 
towards higher ideals and better standards, to 
transform the British race from a rabble into a 
nation, animated by discipline, duty and 
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patriotism, dedicated to hard work and high 
culture, and characterised by energy instead of 
sloth. It must be a revolution of the mind as 
much as of the political system, for it must be 
one whereby we British learn to be serious 
about those matters that are serious. To use 
terminology that has been used before, what 
we need is a nation with an adult perspective 
towards the world in which it lives — a nation 
that rejects, in absolute totality, everything 
that is meant by liberalism. 


To this there will be those who will reply: - 


‘What about freedom?” To them I would say 
that at times when a nation is heading for ruin 
and collapse and is being beaten by its rivals at 
every turn it is not the appropriate moment to 
be yapping about ‘freedom’; what has to be 
done must be done to turn that nation around 
and point it in the direction of recovery and 
resurgence, so that it has the chance to survive 
and prosper again and to walk the world in 
honour. Then, and only then, when the 
augean stables have been swept clean and a 
climate has been established in which people, 
by natural self-discipline and self-restraint, 


conduct their lives in accordance with a code 
conducive to national strength and advance- 
ment, can we talk about ‘freedom’. Ultim- 
ately, there is only one freedom worth having, 
and that is the freedom to do what is right for 
one’s people. 

Of course tiiere will be many who will reject 
such radical proposals, being as they are so 
enamoured of the slack old ways, the muddle, 
the disorganisation, the paralysis, the second- 
rateness, the undemanding ideals — in a 
word, everything they. have been taught to 
identify as ‘England’ — that they will refuse to 
travel with us along the roac_ that we have 
signposted. It is all too; too extreme! 

Well, if that be their wish one can only say 
that they must be prepared, in consequence, to 
be citizens of a nation well along the way to 
joining the despised serfs:of tiis world, fit only 
to be kicked and insulted, possessing nothing 
of their own, the inhabitants of a social jungle 
and an economic museum, given up to the 
morality of the cur and the culture of the ape. 

I think. those many who died on foreign 
fields wanted something better. 


THE 1980s: A RETROSPECT 


Was the last decade the swan-song of a tragic century? 


“THE ONLY GOOD THING about the 
1980s,’’ said Miss Genevieve Falconer 
somewhere near the middle of them, ‘‘is that 
they are not the 1960s.’’ True as this much 
quoted epithet was, it was in one way too kind 
to the 1980s and in another way not kind 
enough. It was too kind because, while the 
mental perversion of the western world 
certainly reached its apogee during the ‘Devil’s 
Decade’ of the ’60s, that decade was in some 
respects pleasanter and more innocent than the 
80s — of course, the only reason for this was 
that the corruption of the 60s had not yet fully 
filtered through to — or rather been forced 
down the throats of — the mass of the 
population as it had by the ’80s. 

It was not kind enough because — apart 
from the development of Romanticism — 
there was one good thing about the 1980s, 
though it was a negative rather than a positive 
thing: the breaking down of many of the 
certainties of the post-war world, most notably 
the hypnotic belief in the inevitability of 
socialism which has_ paralysed _ political 
thought and movement for fifty years. In the 
1970s, virtually all political thought, including 
that of ‘conservative’ parties, was essentially 
Marxist. At the end of the 1980s, Marxism has 
died even in the Bolshevik countries and 
survives Only in fossilised enclaves of the Old 
Guard, such as at universities, bishops’ 
palaces, broadcasting studios and the 
European Commissariat. 

The philosophical and pychological implic- 
ations of this change are far profounder than 
anyone yet appears to have realised, and for 
the moment modernism, though distinctly 
curling at the edges, continues doing business 
at the same old stand. Perhaps, no longer 
being Marxist, the modern world has forgotten 
the meaning of internal contradictions, but 
these will have their effect over the next 


This article is reproduced from New 
Century, described by its publishers as ‘The 
Reactionary Review’. New Century is obtain- 
able from BM Perfect. London W.C.1 


decade. Modernism without socialism is like 
the Church without God. It has lost in one 
stroke its teleology, its eschatology, its theory 
of sin and its doctrine of salvation. It is, in 
short, a philosophic corpse animated by the 
mere purposeless nerve-spasms of utilitarian 
capitalism. That is why modernist architect- 
ure, for example has suddenly succumbed 
(Prince Charles, for all his good work, cannot 
be seen as a cause of this — for the same 
process was underway in America even before 
he began to speak on the subject). 


COLLAPSE OF BOLSHEVISM 

This subject is too large for our present 
consideration and will be the subject of in- 
depth analysis in forthcoming issues of New 
Century. Let us, for the present, turn our 
attention to that aspect of the break-up of the 
post-war ice age which is certainly the most 
superficially spectacular and which has 
manifested itself as the grand finale of what 
has been called the Decade of the Plough (i.e. 
that in which little good seed was sown, no 
good fruits were reaped, but much hard work 
and barren ground was broken). We refer, as 
you may have guessed, to the collapse of 
Bolshevism in Eastern Europe. 

Our comments upon this phenomenon must 
necessarily be a mere summation of our 
impressions, and, as they touch the position in 
the East European countries themselves, will 
consist more of questions than of definite 
answers. The first question which all of us: 
asked was: “Will the change be a good thing 
for the nations concerned?” Having detested 


the theory and practice of Bolshevism all our 
lives, the answer might seem to be obvious, 
but it is not so. Bolshevism, when it came, 
usually replaced possibilities and forms of 
government which were far superior to itself; 
it abolished monarchies and trampled over 
cultural heritage; it attempted to suppress 
religion — a project at which it was far less 
successful than Coca-Cola capitalism. Today, 
however, there is no question of the restor- 
ation of the things which Bolshevism crushed 
— at least that would seem to be the case on 
the surface of events. In practice, a fossilised 
system which had to a certain extent protected 
the people of Eastern Europe from the 
extremities of ‘pop’ culture and western 
decadence is crumbling, and Eastern Europe 
is preparing to receive an avalanche of ‘rock’ 
music, corrupt ‘art’, degenerate fashions, 
hamburger-chain economics and all the 
panoply of festering vileness that is western 
democracy. 

One of the obvious and pertinent questions 
which no-one seems to have asked is this: we 
have seen the springing up of various groups 
with names like ‘New Forum’ and ‘Civic 
Forum’. In each Bolshevist country, one such 
group seems to be unequivocally and unques- 
tioningly accepted as “the voice of the people” 
or of ‘democracy’. Who are these people? 
What do they represent? And why has the 
western press so easily and unquestioningly 
accepted their claims? One non-modernist 
commentator who has a strong enough 
stomach to watch television wrote, after 
seeing leaders of ‘New Forum’: “There was 
something unsettlingly familiar about the 
figures and faces that appeared. They could 
have come off any CND or anti-apartheid 
demonstration in Trafalgar Square — scruffy- 
looking whiskered males and_hard-faced, 
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(Contd. from prev. page) 


decidedly unfeminine females. The jargon 
they spouted was the standard jargon of the 
radical left.” (Remember this? — Ed.) 

At the time of writing, in Czechoslovakia 
the Communist Government wishes the new 
post-Bolshevist President to be chosen by a 
free referendum among the people, while 
‘Civic Forum’ is vigorously opposing the 
proposal and wishes the President to be chosen 
by the unrepresentative parliament, where it 
doubtless hopes that its own influence will be 
greater. This is a curious position for a ‘pro- 
democracy movement to adopt, and, 
whatever may be the circumstances in this 
particular case, we think it symptomatic. In 
Eastern Europe and in Russia there is, 
ironically, a freedom of thought unknown in 
the West. People have long been aware that 
the lies and distortions of the mass media are 
lies and distortions, whereas in the West the 
illusion of a ‘free press’ has made people far 
more gullible. 

The censorship and propaganda of the 
western media is no less rigid (when did you 
last hear a favourable comment on apartheid? 
When was a dissentient voice on racial or 
sexual ‘equality given a fair hearing”) but it is 
much subtler, and therefore infinitely more 
effective, than the rather crude propaganda 
that used to characterise Bolshevism. In the 
West we are used to elections being ‘sewn up’ 
between a very narrow spectrum of liberal/ 
socialist/capitalist establishment parties. All 
other options have long been neutralised by 
being wholly starved of publicity and 
patronage and by being made to scem either 
ridiculous:or dangerous if ever they moment- 
arily force themselves through the barrier of 
silence. In Eastern Europe all options other 
than Bolshevism have alike been starved and 
vilified. Given a fair start, all would begin with 
an equal chance. Allow the peoples of Eastern 
Europe a free choice, and who knows what 
they might choose — monarchies, radical 


Lithuanians confront President Gorbachev. When Soviet rule has gone, will it be replaced by a 
genuine nationalist state or a western-style plutocracy? 


nationalism, theocratic movements, imperial 
revivals; all would be possibilities of equal 
weight with libéral capitalism and western- 
style ‘radical’ leftism. Already the Hungarian 
Smallholders’ Party (the elected party which 
was ‘unelected’ at gunpoint by the Bolshevists 
in 1948) has decided to nominate the legit- 
imate Austro-Hungarian Emperor, Otto von 
Habsburg, as its candidate for the presidency. 


LIMITED-OPTION DEMOCRACY 
When the Russians re-invaded Hungary in 
1956, the apologia offered by _western 
communists was: “Of course the Hungarian 
people must decide their own fate — but not 
until they have fully assimilated socialism.” 
The practice of ‘Civic Forum’ and its like 
seems to be based n the same principle: “Of 
course the peoples of Eastern Europe must 
have democracy — but not until a western- 
style, manipulated, limited-option democracy 
has been firmly established.” This does not 
take long. Once an oligarchy of a few parties, 
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Communism is not only a creed; it is a plan of campaign. A communist is not only the 
holder of certain opinions; he is the pledged adept of a well thought out means of 
enforcing them. The anatomy of discontent and revolution has been studied in every 
phase and aspect, and a veritable drill book prepared in a scientific spirit for subverting 
all existing institutions. The method of enforcement is as much a part of the communist 
faith as the doctrine itself. At first, the time-honoured principles of liberalism and 
democracy are invoked to shelter the infant organism. Free speech, the right of public 
meeting, every form of lawful political agitation and constitutional right are paraded and 
asserted. Alliance is sought with every popular movement towards the left. 

The creation of a mild liberal or socialist regime in some period of convulsion is the 
first milestone. But no sooner has this been created than it is to be overthrown. Woes 
and scarcity resulting from confusion must be exploited. Collisions, if possible 
attended with bloodshed, are to be arranged between the agents of the new govern- 
ment and the working people. Martyrs are to be manufactured. An apologetic attitude in 
the rulers should be turned to profit. Pacific propaganda may be made the mask of 
hatreds never before manifested among men. No faith need be, indeed may be, kept 
with non-communists. Every act of goodwill, of tolerance, of conciliation, of mercy, of 
magnanimity on the part of governors or statesmen is to be utilised for their ruin. Then, 
when the time is ripe and the moment opportune, every form of lethal violence from 
mob revolt to private assassination must be used without stint or compunction. 
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arguing fiercely over inessentials but agreed 
on fundamental principles, has been installed, 
the curb can be removed, and multi-party, 
parliamentary democracy can be allowed to 
run its time-honoured course, as has happened 
in Spain and Portugal. As Miss Langridge 
once said: “A multi-party democracy is-like a 
multiple-choice question. If you have anything 
different to say, you can’t say it.” 

Quite why these particular groups have 
come to the fore, it is impossible to say, not 
being 1n possession of the full facts (which will 
probably not be apparent for many years, if 
ever) but we may suspect a great deal of 
western money and organisation; and even if 
this is not the case the. leaders of these 
movements are certainly the abject products 
of the western propaganda machine. 

So, is the ‘liberation’ of Eastern Europe a 
matter of no interest — merely another turn of 
the screw? It is difficult to say. For one thing, 
the ‘Forum’ movements, despite their 
powerful patronage, have not yet prevailed. 
We are not over-hopeful, but who knows what 
may not happen in countries whose people are 
used to taking propaganda cum grano salis? 
Perhaps more importantly, the whole shape of 
world politics will be changed. The “Bolshevist 
threat’ (always something of a paper tiger) has 
paralysed much of the ‘right’ since the war, 
throwing the most unlikely people into the 
arms of America and making ‘democracy’ 
synonymous with ‘freedom’ on the lips of 
those who should have known better. With 
more genuine reactionary thought slowly 
beginning to emerge in various quarters, this 
sea-change in geopolitics could give a 
powerful impetus to independent thought. 

More abstractly, but most importantly of 
all, the decay of Bolshevism will make the 
socialist project — which, as we propose to 
demonstrate in future issues, is the very heart 
of modernism, including those aspects of 
modernism which are not consciously socialist 
or even political — more improbable than 
ever. We inhabit a world in which the petrified 
certainties of most of our lifetimes are giving 
way. Certainly it is a world becoming safer by 
the day for the absolute imposition of Euro- 
porridge; but it is also a fallow field in which 
new forces may arise and in which possibilities 
frozen for half a century may again be 
considered. 
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‘FEMINISM’: THE WORD FOR A 
PERVERTED NATURAL RIGHT 


LINDA MILLER examines a deadly danger to our race 


ALTHOUGH I would expect the majority of 
readers to accept, without hesitation, the fact 
that women are equal to but different from 
men, a line in the poem ‘The Liberal’ recently 
published in issue no. 250 of Spearhead 
demonstrates that there does exist the illusion 
that feminism and all it stands for is a product 
of the liberal perversion of all that is natural 
and right. To quote the offending lines:- 


“The girls you pass — betrousered or tee- 
shirted, 
Brash, hard-faced parodies of ladies fair.” 


Of course it would be laughable to discuss 
the pros and cons of the wearing of trousers 
and tee-shirts by women, but I will say that it is 
99.9 per-cent certain that all women who 
support the BNP wear the aforementioned 
practical vestments from time to time, with no 
subsequent loss to their femininity! Better 
than a tight-boned corset or hooped skirt, I 
assure you! 

It is our ability to bear children that is the 
mark of our great worth as a sex. One could 
argue very easily that this ability makes 
womankind superior to malekind! This is a 
feminist argument, and it is the central point in 
my vision of what the female role in the ideal 
society would entail. 

A more familiar ‘radical’ feminist view 
comes from a perverted, destructive ideology 
— the cornerstone of which is that somehow 
child-bearing is a degrading activity, which is 
unpleasant and causes us to be enslaved to a 
lite of drudgery, ‘tied to the kitchen sink.’ Far 
preferable, these idiots suggest, that a woman 
become ‘“‘like a man” and pursue a career 
typically considered to be masculine. This 
way, it is argued, we can show them that we 
are as good as they. This is in fact an 
outrageous insult to all women. We should 
have nothing to prove to men, any more than 
they have to prove to us. Childbearing and - 
rearing is the most vital, constructive thing 
anyone could do. Surely it is the very point of 
life itself: reproduction. In the past, we women 
were venerated as godesses for this miracle 
(and also for certain special mental faculties!) 


FEMALE ACHIEVEMENTS 


To illustrate the past position of the women 
of our race, I ask you to consider the female 
warriors such as Bodicea; the matriarchal 
Celts; the Spartan women who organised 
eugenics to breed better warriors, and who 
would disown and slay their men_ for 
cowardice. And then there were the Germanic 
Anglo-Saxon women who would stand naked 
within view of the battle, showing their 
menfolk what was at stake. 

Liberalism has brought a_ destructive 
paranoia to the females of our race, which by 
tradition has never considered us to be the 
inferiors of men. 

(It is important to mention that in other 
cultures women have been subject to 


Childbearing and -rearing is the most vital, 
constructive thing anyone could do — the very 
point of life itself 


repression and, for these people, the culturally 
imposed restrictions on woman’s dress and 
behaviour have been largely unquestioned by 
those women until the onset of liberalism and 
the multi-cultural society. These women were 
still respected for bearing children and for 
being able to offer valuable advice, comfort, 
etc.) 

The ‘radical’ feminist ideology has actually 
created its own enemies: the male chauvinist 
and the society which women holding to that 
ideology so profess to hate. Like a self- 
fulfilling prophecy, the feminists’ paranoia has 
now become a reality, much to the disgust of 
those of us who really understand natural 
order, and now it has become necessary to 
state the obvious in an attempt to set the 
record straight. 

Please do not help our enemies to 
perpetuate the myths about us, such as Nazi 
Germany being totally-repressive to women. 
In fact that state boasted the best film-director 
and the best test-pilot in the world — who were 
both women. 

Of course we can do more than bear 
children. Our abilities match men in almost 
every sphere, except work involving -great 
physical strength or violence. We are 
different. Aside from physical differences, we 
have very divergent, but complimentary, 
personalities and temperaments by 
comparison with men. This is a norm which is 
necessary for heterosexual relationships and is 
suited to our natural role. The role of the male 
is to assist that of the female. The male part in 
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The primary woman, the peasant woman, is 
mother. The whole vocation to which she has yearned 
from childhood is included in that one word. 

Oswald Spengler, Decline of the West 


reproduction is to provide the sperm and 
protect the female (who is not helpless but 
certainly more valuable than the male). The 
male must also protect the offspring and 
provide for the whole family. 

I will not go into the importance of the 
family unit, as readers no doubt understand 
this, and will also understand that trust is very 
valuable in human heterosexual relationships; 
hence monogamy, which was_ always 
important to the White Race, especially 
Nordics. 


FEMINISTS’ HAVOC 

This brings us to promiscuity and unfaith- 
fulness, two fields where the radical feminist, 
the media and women’s magazines have really . 
wreaked havoc. They told us that men liked to 
have many partners and they encouraged it as 
the norm: the stud. Then they screamed for 
women to rebel against this male oppression, 
and do likewise. With the Pill came the cry of 
female sexual freedom. No longer was 
pregnancy a risk! Nowadays women are told 
never to trust men — they can never be 
faithful. We are told that we should not be 
men’s ‘doormats’, that we should feel totally 
uninhibited when it comes to committing 
adultery (if we have made the initial ‘mistake’ 
of marrying) — and why not even initiate it 
before he does? All the better, sisters! 

This is indeed the language of the radical 
feminist, the true enemy of womankind. This 
is no normal female, but a pervert of the 
extreme left. She knows exactly what she is 
trying to do. Women are now labelled as one 
of the ‘minorities’ in the USA, along with 
homosexuals and alien ethnic groups. We are 
told here that we are also the victims of the 
‘white male’, in whose: society we live (!!!) 

Our enemies know that if they can cause a 
rift between the women and the men of our 
race they will have won a major victory. It is a 
strategy that we must resist strongly. 

Pornography is another weapon in this war. 
It degrades women and it degrades sex. Sex 
and reproduction are separated, whereas they 
should be seen as inseparable. Sex is trivialised 
into a furtive, ‘naughty’ form of behaviour, 
this resulting in the encouragement of 
tolerance of sexual perversions and abuse, 
when sex should in fact be seen as the supreme 
act of creation. Sex is a wonderful and vital act 
which bonds a woman and her chosen partner 
in a pact to become as one forever. And 
reproduction is the closest we can come to 
immortality. It is the only immortality that can 
guarantee ever-increasing greatness, given the 
opportunity. 

In conclusion, it is essential that men and 
women have a correct attitude towards each 
other, as equal yet different partners. It is vital 
for the future well-being of our kind that we do 
not allow the anti-male and _ anti-female 
propaganda of our enemies to interfere with 
this. Go forth and multiply! 
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AT LAST — 
THE HOME OFFICE SPEAKS! 


Dear Mr. Tyndall, 


Thank you for your letters of 3 November 
and 6 December 1989 te the Home Secretary, in 
which you drew his attention to open letters 
which you have written to both him and his 
predecessor ard which have been published in 
Spearhead. 1 am sorry that you have not 
received an eariier reply. 

You indicated that you considered that 
freedom of expression and freedom of assembly 
is denied to the British National Party (BNP) 
because of the discriminatory way in which you 
allege that the police and local authorities apply 
the legislation governing public order and race 
relations in this country. 

It has been noted that the BNP wishes to 
lodge a complaint with the Police Complaints 
Authority about events in York on 12 
November 1989. It is, of course, open to any 
member of the public to make a formal 
complaint against a police officer if he or she 
considers that the officer has acted unfairly or 
unlawfully. If an individual believes that 
proper grounds exist to pursue such a 
complaint, the correct course of action is for the 
individual to write direct to the relevant Chief 
Officer of Police. 

As you rightly state, the duty of the 
Government is to ensure that the law strikes a 
proper balance between the right of peaceful 
assembly and the rights and freedoms of the 
wider community. It was with this balance in 
mind that this Government introduced the 
Public Order Act 1986. There are no plans to 
amend the provisions in the Act on processions 
and assemblies in public places. It is not for the 
Government to issue directions to local 
authorities about the use to which their halls 
should be put nor, of course, to direct the police 
in operational matters. 

Your comments about the curtailment of 
free expression have been noted. I must, 
however, make it clear that the Government 
regards as intolerable the incitement to racial 
hatred. The relevant legislation is contained in 
Part III of the Public Order Act 1986 which 
makes it an offence for a person to use threat- 
ening, abusive or insulting words or behaviour 
if he intends thereby to stir up racial hatred or 
if racial hatred is likely to be stirred up. The 
offence applies in public places and, with some 
exceptions, private places and also extends to 


In our November and December issues, two 
open letters were published which were 
addressed by the Editor to the Home Secretary 
questioning the Government’s right to claim 
that it stood for ‘freedom’. This was in the 
aftermath of numerous experiences of the 
British National Party whereby its right of free 
speech and free assembly had been suppressed 
by police action and by other sundry curbs on 
free expression. Of particular relevance in this 
matter were: (1) Police action in Bradford last 
September, which prevented the BNP 
advertising its open-air rally there and then 
directing to the location of that rally many 
people who had wished to attend it; (2) Police 
action in York last November in denying entry 
to the city to BNP members who had wished to 
assemble there for the purpose of a rally to 
mark Remembrance Sunday. The Editor’s two 
open letters to the Home Secretary also touched 
upon local authority bans on the BNP hiring 
meeting halls and the unofficial censorship of 
dissident views by broadcasting authorities, 
newspapers and those engaged in the book- 
selling trade. 

At long last, we received a letter of reply from 
the Home Office in late December, and this is 
published here. 


written material and broadcasting. It is also, of 
course, a general offence to incite violence. 
However, it is a matter for the prosecuting 
authorities, rather than the Government, to 
decide whether proceedings should be taken in 
any particular case. 

I now turn to your comments about the 
Press and the BBC and what you consider to be 
left-wing bias on BBC TV. 

First, I should say that it is long-standing 
tradition that the Government does not 
intervene in the day to day affairs of the media. 
The press in this country is independent of 
Government and we enjoy a tradition of press 
freedom which is one of the fundamental 
features of our free and democratic society, and 
contrasts with some other countries where the 
press is strictly controlled by the State. 

Our tradition of press freedom means that 
newspaper editors are free to publish what they 
wish and to decide how to conduct their 
newspapers’ affairs, as long as they observe the 


OUR EDITOR REPLIES 


Dear Mr. Harnett, 


I am in receipt of your letter of the 22nd 
December. 

Having thoroughly digested the letter’s 
contents and searching the language for a 
phrase that sums the whole matter up in a few 
words, I can only say, in fashionable parlance: 
‘*You must be joking!” 

I put it this way because the situation as 
you describe it is so far from the reality of 
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conditions in this country that I find it hard to 
believe that a Hoiae Office official such as 
yourself, close to the inner workings of 
national affairs, could actually be ignorant of 
the forces that I have described which threaten 
people’s freedoms at every turn, and claim, 
with a straight face, that we live in a ‘free’ 
country. 
You have gone to great pains to explain to 
me what matters are considered to lie within 


general, criminal and civil law. We believe, as 
have successive governments, that matters 
relating to the press are best left to voluntary 
restraint and to the influence of the Press 
Council. 

Under our broadcasting arrangements, 
responsibility for what is broadcast on 
television and radio rests with the broadcasting 
authorities — the BBC and the IBA — which 
are independent of Government and which are 
responsible for safeguarding the public interest 
in broadcasting. They are subject to certain 
formal responsibilities about impartiality. 
Clause 13(7) of the BBC’s Licence and Agree- 
ment prohibits it from expressing the opinion of 
the Corporation on current affairs or on 
matters of public policy. The BBC also has a 
long-established policy of impartiality. In the 
Annex to its Licence and Agreement, the BBC 
has undertaken to treat controversial subjects 
with due impartiality, both in its news services 
and in the more general field of programmes 
dealing with matters of public policy. 

Careful safeguards have been built up 
within the BBC to ensure impartiality, and a 
system of review and reference has been 
developed over the years, supported by widely 
circulated guidelines in the field of news, 
current affairs and documentary programmes. 
This system is under continuing re-examin- 
ation internally and by ‘the BBC’s advisory 
bodies. You may be interested to know that the 
BBC has recently published a set of guidelines 
for its producers which cover a wide range of 
programming issues, including impartiality. 
The BBC has a duty to inform and educate as 
well as entertain, and it tries to provide a 
proper balance in its wide range of subject 
matter. 

Finally, I should make it clear that the 
Government has no power to intervene in the 
everyday activities and decisions of bookshops 
and publishers as to what they stock or publish 
respectively and would not seek to obtain such 
power. 

I hope this clarifies the Government’s 
position in relation to your concerns. 


Yours sincerely 

C. HARNETT 

for Home Office 

Queen Anne’s Gate, London SWIH 9AT 


the purview of government and what are not. 
You have taken me on a guided tour through 
the twisting corridors of the Public Order Act 
— an area of legislation with which I am 
thoroughly acquainted. You have pointed out 
to me, as if to a child, the fact that newspapers, 
bookshops and publishing companies are 
privately-owned concerns and make their own 
decisions as to policy. You have taken 
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particular care to detail the workings of the 
BBC's elaborate apparatus for ensuring 
‘impartiality’ in its programmes. You have 
instructed me how to make an official 
complaint about the police — in which 
procedure I am, again, perfectly adequately 
informed. 

What you have not done, in all these long 
discourses, is address yourself to the central 
reality pointed out in my two open letters to 
the Home Secretary: that there exist in this 
country certain forces, and certain forms of 
‘control’, which have effectively put an end to 
freedom of assembly and freedom of 
expression. for certain types of political 
organisation and im respect of certain 
categories of opmion — and that, with this 
being so, the claim of the Prime Minister and 
other leaders of the Government that we enjoy 
‘freedom’ in this country amounts to the 
grossest humbug. 


OFFICIAL JARGON 


In my original letters I anticipated that 
the Home Office, in reply, would use jargon 
similar to that contained in the fourth 
paragraph of your letter to me, m which you 
speak of the law striking “‘a proper balance 
between the right of peaceful assembly and the 
rights and freedoms of the wider community.” 
This all looks very reasonable when seen in the 
abstract, but it falls far short of providing an 
answer to problems by specific 
situations, and the situation that I have had in 
mind in my representations to your depart- 
ment is the one — all too familiar to me — in 
which a group of people holding to certain 
political opinions wish to hold a_ public 
assembly for the purpose of giving expression 
to that opinion to all who may be interested in 
listening. In the first place, they are prevented 
from holding such a public assembly at an 
indoor location because the local authority will 
not allow them the hire of a meeting hall, 
though it allows hire of meeting halls to those 
of many other opinions. Such a group of 
people is thereby driven to seek facilities out 
of doors for the expression of their opinion. 
Opponents of theirs, determined that such an 
opinion will not be expressed, threaten large- 
scale acts of violence and disorder if such an 
outdoor assembly takes place. 

Of course it is true to say that, should such 
acts of violence and disorder occur, the “rights 
and freedoms of the wider community,” as you 
put it, may be endangered — in so far as 
members of the general public may be badly 
inconvenienced, and even put in physical 
danger, in such a situation. And of course it is 
true to say that every reasonable measure that 
can be taken to avoid this should be taken. 
That is something which, in principle, we have 
never disputed. 

~~ But at the end of the day it must be con- 
ceded that if such a threat exists to the “rights 
and freedoms of the wider community,” it is a 
threat that is due entirely to the actions of 
those who seek to deprive others of free 
assembly, not to those of the people seeking to 
exercise free assembly themselves. This being 
SO, it is abominable that the latter, and not the 
former, be penalised. Should this be allowed 
to happen, what we have is mob rule. And a 
government which stands idly by and allows it 
to happen is a government that has surren- 
dered to mob rule. 


Is this not so, Mr. Harnett? Please answer 
the question — and spare me the diversions, 
circumlocutions and obfuscations contained in 
your previous letter. Just Yes — or No! 

Any piece of legislation describing itself 
as a ‘Public Order Act’ must surely have as its 
objective the maintenance of public order. 
Can we describe as a state of public order one 
where mob rule prevails? For we have mob 
rule in the kind of situation described to you in 
the penultimate paragraph, and which I have 
many times experienced in my life as a political 
activist. 

And when legislation supposedly aimed 
at upholding ‘public order’ is introduced in a 
country claimed to be a ‘democracy’, would we 
not be right in assuming that such legislation is 
intended to be mvoked and applied in a 
manner that does not interfere with people’s 
lawful right of free assembly and free speech? 
For if this were not the case could not a totalit- 
arian state along the lines of Stalin’s Russia 
give police the powers to render it impossible 
for any ‘dissidents’ to meet or speak 
anywhere, and then sanctify this by saying that 
it was all done m the interests of ‘public 
order’? 


COP-OUT 


You go on im your letter to say that “‘it is 
not for the Government to issue directions to 
local authorities about the use to which their 
halls should be put...”’ Again, that sounds very 
fine as a statement of abstract principle, but in 
the context of the matter I am putting to you 
here it is simply a cop-out. Halls owned by 
local authorities are not amenities to be used 
or not used according to the personal whim of 
councillors or town clerks; they are amenities 
whose upkeep is paid for by local ratepayers 
(or, as in the future, payers of the ‘community 
charge’). Such local citizens should have free 
access to them for any lawful activity, 
providing they pay the hire fee. If they do not, 
we are not a free country. And if any local 
authority decides to deny a particular group of 
local citizens this facility it amounts to an 
abuse of the powers and prerogatives of that 
local authority. Should such an abuse occur, 
those citizens must surely have some means of 
redress. If it does not fall within the respon- 
sibility of government to provide this means of 
redress, then whose responsibility is it? 

Legislation does in fact exist to ensure 
that such facilities are available to all who wish 
to contest parliamentary or local government 
elections. Implicit in this legislation is the 
acknowledgement that local authorities 
should not have the absolute freedom to 
decide to whom they will hire halls and to 
whom they will not, but that they should be 
obliged by law to make such halls available to 
all. And that is right. If it is right that such a 
law should exist with regard to those 
contesting elections, I submit that it is no less 
right that it should exist to govern the avail- 
ability of public halls at all other times. The 
present Government has a_ substantial 
majority in the House of Commons, and so it 
should have no difficulty in getting a law 
passed which gives effect to this. Pending that, 
there are all manner of devices whereby the 
Government put pressure on local 
authorities to.grant equal rights to everyone in 
this field. I have mentioned one in my previous 
letter when I spoke of party discipline being 


imposed by the Conservative leadership on 
Conservative groups possessing majorities in 
local councils. Another is the withholding of 
local authority grants. 

I come now to your assertion that it is not 
for the Government “‘to direct the police in 
operational matters.”’ Again, you are evading 
the issue. In pure theory, heads »f poiice in our 
various counties could do virtually as they 
liked in the way of putting an end to the rights 
of those whose politics they disliked. They 
could set up virtual mini-police states in the 
areas for which they were responsible, if they 
were so inclined — arresting and holding 
political dissidents without charges,, staging 
midnight or early-morning raids on dissidents’ 
homes and confiscating their property, 
banning the distribution of their literature 
anywhere and everywhere. There just is no 
limit to what such police could do if we pursue 
to logical ends the principle that it is not for the 
Government to direct the police in operational 
matters. The fact is that in operational matters 
the police have the duty to act within the spirit 
as well as the letter of the laws of the land. If 
they do not do so, just who is going to bring 
them into line? It cannot be any power other 
than the Government, and that power can, in 
practical terms, be exercised by means of the 
apparatus whereby chief constables are 
appointed in the respective counties and 
regions — a procedure with which the Home 
Secretary is intimately concerned. 


‘RACE HATRED’ RED HERRING 


You go on to speak to me about ‘racial 
hatred’. I really do not know what racial 
hatred has to do with the issue. You correctly 
state that legislation is on the statute book _ 
which makes the stirring up of such hatred an 
offence. It is no part of my argument here to 
launch into an exchange of views about the 
rights and wrongs of such legislation. Suffice it 
to say that it exists, and I am well aware of it 
because I have myself been the subject of a 
prosecution under it. I submit, however, that it 
is neither here nor there in our consideration 
of this matter. 

If an individual uses language in a public 
place, or distributes written matter in such a 
place, which is considered to be likely to stir up 
racial hatred, it is for the appropriate author- 
ities to decide whether or not to prosecute that 
person — as you yourself have stated. This, 
however, is a question of post-facto. The 
prosecution cannot be instituted until the 
action of ‘stirring up’ has taken place. This in 
no way legitimises the interference by any 
authority, whether it be town council or 
police, in the right of a group of people to hold 
a public assembly — merely on grounds of 
anticipation that one or more of them may 
commit some act conducive to racial hatred. 
This means, in effect, that between groups 
designated as ‘racist’ (meaning that they 
believe in racial differences) and ‘anti-racist’ 
there should be,no discrimination whatever 
with regard to the right of public assembly in 
the first place. Therefore, I cannot see how 
how your references to the matter of ‘racial 
hatred’ have the slightest relevance to this 
issue. 

I am very interested, in this connection, 
that you have said that it is also an offence “‘to 
incite violence.”’ This being so, a great many 
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REPLY TO THE HOME OFFICE 


(Contd. from prev. page) 


people of my acquaintance are at a loss to 
know why prosecutions have not been taken 
out against certain members of the Moslem 
community in this country who have called, in 
speech and in writing, for the murder of Mr. 
Salman Rushdie. You would of course say that 
that ‘‘is a matter for the prosecuting author- 
ities, rather than the Government...’’ But who 
appoints the prosecuting authorities other 
than the Head of Government? Would you 
deny, Mr. Harnett, that the failure of the 
‘prosecuting authorities’, as you call them, to 
institute prosecutions in this case is connected 
much more with the politics of ‘race relations’ 
(i.e. the desire not to upset certain members of 
the ethnic minorities) than with questions of 
law and justice? 


THE MASS MEDIA: 
EVASION OF THE ISSUE 

I have noted your comments on the mass 

media, and they are of course more or less 
exactly what I expected from the spokesman of 
a government department. As with other 
matters raised earlier, what you have said does 
not in the slightest way address itself to the 
abuses and injustices pointed out in my 
original letter sent to your department in 
November. My point in that letter was that we 
have in this country a censorship of the press as 
effective, and almost as total, as the 
censorship of the press applied by govern- 
‘ments in totalitarian states. The censorship in 
Britain is, as I said, one applied not by govern- 
ment but by the press itself. This latter fact 
does not make it in the slightest bit less 
pernicious. This, as I also said, is a censorship 
exercised by a small minority in the population 
who possess the powers they do possess by 
means of money. It is simply ducking the issue 
to talk about newspaper editors being ‘‘free to 
publish what they wish and to decide how to 
conduct their newspapers’ affairs,’ and then 
talking about ‘voluntary restraint.” This does 
not alter the fact that we have, in this country, 
a power — whether or not independent of 
government — which is not responsible to the 
electorate and which has obtained a monopoly 
of the organs of public opinion, and which, 
furthermore, is using that monopoly to 
exclude from public discussion certain issues 
of vital national importance. 

You can repeat a thousand times what 
you have said about the conduct of the press 
not being the responsibility of government; it 
does not alter the facts as I have outlined them 
to you: that in this country we have press 
censorship. Can you explain to me why press 
censorship by newspaper editors or owners is 
any the less objectionable than press censor- 
ship by government? 

And you have totally ignored the other 
aspect of the matter which I raised in my letter 
in November: that of the power of wealthy 
interests to ruin newspapers by the withdrawal 
of advertising revenue. Do you deny that such 
a power exists and that it has at times been 
effectively applied, if not by such withdrawal, 
then at least by the implied threat of it? If you 
do, talk to any person who has been involved 
in the ownership or the editorship of major 
newspapers and he will put you straight on the 


Page fourteen 


matter! 

When a situation exists in which a country 
is supposed to have a free press but does not in 
fact have a free press, by reason of these forces 
of censorship that I have described, then I 
submit that government has the responsibility 
to alter that state of affairs — or otherwise at 
least admit to the public: ‘‘No, we do not have 
a free press — because the press is controlled 
by an oligarchy of wealthy men who 
themselves decide what may be published and 
what may not be published!’’ That at least 
would be an honest statement of the situation. 


BROADCASTING 


I turn now to your comments on broad- 
casting. I must here congratulate you on your 
achievement in taking me through such a 
varied and complex procedure of ‘safeguards’ 
set up to ensure that impartiality in broad- 
casting is achieved. It really is impressive — 
until we get to what our American friends call 
the ‘bottom line’, which is that these 
safeguards have wholly and lamentably failed 
in their objective — for the proposition that 
there actually is such a thing as ‘impartiality’ in 
broadcasting in this country amounts, in the 
opinion of most informed people, to a stale 
joke. Do not rely just on my opinion for an 
affirmation of this — talk to countless Tory 
members of parliament. Talk to such 
eminences of the newspaper world as former 
Sunday Telegraph Editor Peregrine Wors- 
thorne and journalist Paul Johnson. The left- 
wing bias of the BBC is not just a figment of 
the imagination of ‘right-wing extremists’; it is 
a fact acknowledged throughout an extensive 
spectrum of politicians, journalists and even 
people who work in television and radio. 

You have taken pains to point out to me 
that the BBC has recently published a set of 
guidelines for its producers which cover a wide 
range of programming issues, including 
impartiality. This may all be so. But I will 
believe that such impartiality exists as a fact 
when it see it in operation with my own eyes. I 
have not seen it yet, and I do not expect to see 
it in the foreseeable future. 

If you want evidence of what I mean, let 
me provide you with a few basic examples:- 
(1) How many times do we ever see a pro- 
gramme, or an individual, on television who 
will defend the apartheid system of South 
Africa? 

(2) How often do we see anyone on television 
who is allowed to present the argument against 
a multi-racial society and in support of racial 
segregation and repatriation of the ethnic 
minorities? 

(3) When have we ever seen anyone on tele- 
vision permitted to examine what is sometimes 
termed the ‘conspiracy theory of history’? 

(4) When has anyone ever been allowed to 
come on television and propound the theory 
that the so-called ‘holocaust’ never happened 
— a theory now believed in by a wide range of 
historians around the world? 

(5) When has a spokesman for a so-called 
‘extreme right-wing’, ‘racist’ or British 
Natjonalist organisation ever been allowed to 
take part in a TV discussion programme, like 
Question Time, for instance? 
~ I could go on at much greater length if 
there were the time and space, but these few 
examples should suffice to refute the claim 
that ‘impartiality’ is the order of the day in 


BBC circles. Such a claim is obvious nonsense 
— as can be seen by anyone who takes the 
trouble to monitor programmes for a few days 
and note their ideological content. 


TO WHOM IS THE B.B.C. 
RESPONSIBLE? 


Something must be said in answer to your 
claim that the BBC and IBA are independent 
of government and “are responsible for 
safeguarding the public interest in broad- 
casting.” In the first place, the supposition of 
the ‘independence’ of the BBC is not strictly 
true, as its Board of Governers is in fact 
appointed by government and can_ be 
dismissed by government. Talk of government 
not intervening in the day-to-day affairs of the 
media (in this context meaning the BBC) is 
misleading in as much it amounts to nothing 
different from the Board of Directors of a huge 
international company not intervening in the 
day-to-day affairs of a local branch of one of 
the company’s subsidiaries. The fact is that 
that Board remains in control — as it must do 
— and can always ensure, by hiring and firing, 
that day-to-day business is conducted in 
accordance with broad company policy. 
Exactly the same is true of the Government's 
relationship to the BBC. 

Even if, however, it could be argued that 
the BBC is independent of the Government, 
where does that leave us? If the BBC is not 
responsible to the nation’s elected ruling body, 
to just whom is it therefore responsible? And 
by wiiose decree are the particular people with 
power over the BBC chosen? Why is it they 
who are chosen? Why not you? Why not me?. 
Why not Uncle Tom Cobley? By what process 
of reasoning, and what yardstick of fairness 
and justice, is this particular group of people 
given the immense power to influence public 
opinion that they undoubtedly possess — 
rather than some other group of people, any 
group of people? To say that such people, with 
the power that they have, should be 
‘independent’ is about as sensible as saying 
that the Army should be independent. Every 
powerful institution in every country has got to 
be responsible to somebody — otherwise there 
is anarchy. 

In conclusion, I can only say of your letter 
that it amounts to a wholesale evasion of all 
the main issues raised in my two open letters to 
your department which were published in this 
magazine in November and December. You 
have said absolutely nothing to refute my 
contention that this is neither a ‘free’ nor a 
‘democratic’ country and that there is a 
widespread de-facto suppression of certain 
opinions and the rights of certain types of 
organisations. In a way you admit it, albeit 
probably unintentionally, when in one passage 
you say that the Government “regards as 
intolerable the incitement of racial hatred.” 
How do you define the incitement of racial 
hatred? Where lies the borderline between the 
incitement of racial hatred and the exposition 
of opinions in support of racial differences and 
variations in racial aptitude? As I have learned 
myself, this dividing line is one very difficult to 
locate — as it is almost certainly intended to be 
by those who have introduced, and those who 
support, the legislation governing this matter. 
It would be much more honest to say that the 
Government regards as intolerable the 
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SIR: Pertinent to your article on the modern 
architecture controversy, I offer these simple 
observations:- 

I only have to look at the card which greets 
us at Christmas and/or Winter Solstice. 
Millions are being sent, and each year the 
number increases (I am told). Each year the 
cards are meaningful and often quite beautiful 
pictures of the ‘olde worlde’ scenes, familiar 
landscapes and animals, the nostalgic figures 
in clothes of days long gone! 

I made a special search to find some 
‘modern/funny’ cards, only to be told: ‘““We do 
not stock many — they do not sell very well!” 
In other words, normal people all know what 
they like to remember and keep, which is not 
the square bird with two beaks, unrecog- 
nisable creatures with one eye or mishapen 
multi-coloured houses with bizarre figures 
lurking about in the dark...And this despite all 
the efforts by the liberal professors and other 
educationalists who tell us that we must ‘“‘move 
with the times.” 

Ata dinner some time ago the guest speaker 
was from the Birmingham Architects & 
Planning Department, with slides of ‘restruct- 
ured’ Birmingham. I was asked to give the 
vote of thanks, and I began with the words: 
“Do the people get what they deserve or do 
they deserve what they get?” I have not been 
asked to pass any votes of thanks again! 

G. HORTON (Mrs.) 


Halesowen, Worcs. * 


SIR: It would be a good thing if sometimes 
Spearhead printed a feature entitled ‘Out of 
the Horse’s Mouth’. My contribution to this 
feature would be the following extract from a 
letter written in 1904 by the famous Zionist 
Vladimir Jabotinsky, taken from pages 110- 
117 of A Letter on Autonomy: Israel among the 
Nations, edited by Z. Zohar (WZO, Jeru- 
salem, 1966):- 


**...the source of national feeling...lies in a 
man’s blood...in his racio-physical type, and 
in that alone...a man’s spiritual outlooks are 
primarily determined by his physical structure 
...For that reason we do not believe in 
spiritual assimilation. It is inconceivable, 
from the physical point of view, that a Jew 
born to a family of pure Jewish blood...can 
become adapted to the spiritual outlooks of a 
German or a Frenchman...He may be wholly 
imbued with that German fluid but the 
nucleus of his spiritual structure will always 
remain Jewish...The spiritual assimilation of 
peoples whose blood is different is impossible 
...In order to become truly assimilated he 
must change his body. He must become one 


of them in blood...He must bring into the 
world...over a period of many scores of years, 
a great grandson in whose veins only a minute 
trace of Jewish blood remains. ..There cai be 
no assimilation as long as there is no mixed 
marriage...All nations that have disappeared 
(apart from those...who were massacred...) 
were swallowed up in the chasm of mixed 
marriages...autonomy in the Golah (exilc) 1s 
likely to lead. ..to the complete disappearance 
of the Jewish nation as such from the face of 
the earth. Just imagine...when our offspring 
will be living in peace among a strange 
people... These conditions will lead naturally 
and freely to an increase in mixed marriages 
...this will mean the inception of complete 
assimilation...Without those physical roots, 
the spiritual flower is bound to wither... This 
will mark the end of the battle waged by the 
Jewish people for national existence...Only 
those can call themselves ‘nationalists’ who 
desire to preserve national integrity for the 
everlasting and at all costs...A preservation of 
national integrity is impossble except by 
a preserving of racial purity, and for that 
purpose we are in need of a territory of our 
own...If you should ask me ina sense of revolt 
and outrage: ‘But surely in that case you 
would want segregation at all costs,’ I would 
answer that one must not be afraid of words 
and not of the word ‘segregation’. The poet, 
the scholar, the thinker...must cut himself off 
and remain alone with himself...No creative- 
ness is possible without segregation...The 
nation, too, must create...a creative nation is 
in need of segregation...it will create new 
values in its segregation...it will not keep 
them to itself but will place them on the 
common international table for the general 
good, and so its segregation will be looked 
upon with favour by humanity.” 


I have noticed that Zionists seem rather coy 
about Jabotinsky’s views — which seems 
strange, given that he has provided the 
intellectual driving force behind both Begin 
and Shamir as leaders of Israel. Why hide such 
a light under a bush? 

M. DWYER 
Newton Abbot, Devon 


SIR: As you know, I have been a subscriber to 


H to obtain SPEARHEAD 
Spearhead is available from our office to those who wish to ensure to obtain copies for themselves 
every month and to,those who wish to obtain quantities for distribution. 


Srearhead tor many years, and have read 
some of the most powerful articles ever 
published at any time or place in our English 
speech, but the one that has thrilled me above 
all is the one authored by you and entitled 
‘European Nemesis’, in the December issue. 

The historical events unfolding today in 
Central and Eastern Europe will inevitably 
bring about a repudiation of “‘the lunacy of the 
anti-German crusade of 1939-45” not only by 
Whites in the former British Empire but also 
by the Whites in the United States. Franklin 
D. Roosevelt, and those who followed him, 
were just as wrong as Winston Churchill and 
those that followed him. 

I am mailing copies of this great and historic 
article of yours to friends, especially those of 
German descent. 

EMORY BURKE 
Eclectic, Alabama, U.S.A. 


SIR: You might be interested to know that 
Switzerland is having a problem of coloured 
immigration as well. I do not mean the foreign 
workers from Southern Europe but so-called 
‘refugees’ from Black Africa, Pakistan, 
Lebanon, Turkey (mainly Kurds), India, 
Vietnam, Sri Lanka and so on. These people 
have learnt from somewhere that our country 
is some kind of Cockaigne where they can get 
more money for doing nothing than certain 
old-age pensioners. The ordinary working- 
class people are getting fed up with these 
exotic ‘guests’. 

So it is not astounding that our Government 
plans to introduce into the Swiss Penal Code a 
special article under which punishments would 
be handed out to those who practise ‘racial 
discrimination’ or propagate theories of the 
superiority of one race to another. 

Consultation over this project is now being 
carried out with the cantons and so-called 
‘interested organisations’. It will be discussed 
in parliament this year. Of course the law will 
not apply to discrimination against the Swiss! 

MAX P. MORF 
Geneva, Switzerland 
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THE ELEVENTH HOUR (John Tyndall) £15 hard- 
back; £10 . Mostly written by the BNP leader 
in prison, this is the book all nationalists have been 
waiting for. The most comprehensive presentation yet to 
appear of the case for British Nationalism. 1988, 609pp. 
NEW UNHAPPY LORDS (A.K. Chesterton) 
£3.00. An exposure of the financial power that seeks to 
dragoon makind itv a globai police state. 1972, 255pp. 
THE ZIONIST FACTOR (Ivor Benson) £6.50. A 
study of the Jewish presence in 20th century history. 
1986, 216pp. 
THE BIOLOGY OF THE RACE PROBLEM (Prof. 
W.C. George) £1.00. The race equality hoax destroyed 
by an academic expert.. 70pp. 
DID SIX MILLION REALLY DIE? (Richard 
Harwood) 50p. The fact-filled pamphlet that refutes the 
holocaust legends and has evoked Zionist frenzy. 28pp. 
THE HOAX OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY 
(Prof. A.R. Butz) £2.40. A scientist applies clinical 
methods to an investigation of the ‘holocaust’ and 
completely dissects the myth. 2nd edition 1977, 315pp. 
THE MONEY BOMB (James Gibb Stuart) £4.25. 
Discusses the failure of our debt-based financial system 
and describes its role in creating inflation. 1983, 158pp. 
THE USES OF RELIGION (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 
£1.00. Examines the value of religion as a socially 
cohesive force. 1982, 36pp. 
RACE AND POLITICS (H.B. Isherwood) 0p. 
Shows that a sense of racial identity is an essential 
element of nationhood. 1974, 36pp. 
‘RELIGION AND THE RACIAL CONTROVERSY 
(H.B. Isherwood) 50p. Shows that racial integration is 
not ordained by Christianity but that the reverse is true. 
1970, 16pp. 
THE LEMMING FOLK (James Gibb Stewart) 
£7.95. A witting and factual examination of current 
&ttitudes and intellectual fashion that are threatening our 
future. 1980, 246pp. _ 
THE GRAND DESIGN (Douglas Reed) £2.25. A 
Pee heepenns look at modern world history. 1977, 
* PP. ; ; 
THE DISPOSSESSED MAJORITY (Wilmot Robert- 
son) £7.50. This book has attracted worldwide attention, 
dealing as it does with racial problems in America — and 
‘not just simply the black-white situation. 2nd edition 
1981, 613pp. 
RACE AND REASON (Cariton Putnam) £4.00. A 
plain, unemotional account of the race issue that has been 
an invaluable contribution to the debate ever since it was 
first published. 1961 (rep. 1977), 125pp. 
RACE AND REALITY (Cariton Putnam) £4.00. A 
companion volume and supplement to Race and 
Reason, showing how the truth about the race issue has 
Fr suppressed by interested parties. 1967 (rep. 1977), 
PP- 
VENTILATIONS (Wilmot Robertson) £4.50. The 
sequel to the same author’s widely acclaimed The! 
Dispossessed Majority. Revised edition 1982, 113pp. 
THE GLOBAL MANIPULATORS (Robert Eringer) 
£2.50. While the author repudiates any conspiratorial 
view of world events, he still provides a comprehensive 
exposure of the organisation and influence of the Bilder- 
bere Group and the Trilateral Commission. 1980, 95pp. 
WHAT 1992 REALLY MEANS* (Dr. Brian Burkitt 
& Mark Baimbridge) £1.50. Two academic economists 
show the dangers to Britain from involvement in the 
single European market. A new booklet packed with 
facts and figures. 1989, 44pp. 
THE FORCED WAR* (David L. Hoggan) £21.00 
The book which revisionists have been awaiting for 
years. Described by Harry Elmer Barnes as *‘...the first 
thorough study of responsibility for the causes of the 
Second World War...the definitive revisionist work on 
this subject.’’ 1989, 732pp. 
THE ZIONIST CONNECTION (Alfred M. Lilien- 
thal) £13.00. The second edition of a sensational 
exposure by a non-Zionist Jew of Zionist power politics. 
1982, 904pp. - 
TREASON AT WESTMINSTER (Dr. Kitty Little) 
50p. Text of amemorandum to the Royal Commission on 
Criminal Procedure entitled: Infiltration of the govern 
ment by members of subversive or criminal organis- 
ations for the purpose of furthering the interests of 
those organisations. 1979, 24pp. 
A WORLD COUP D’ETAT IS PLANNED (Dr. Kitty 
Little) 50p. Updates the above, giving details of the 
destructive effects of treaties foisted on Britain. 1984. 
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BOOKS [. 


Here is the latest list of our books. The prices 
given in each case do not include postal 
charges, which should be estimated by calculat- 
ing one eighth the total value of the order. 
Money should be enclosed with all orders, and 
all cheques or postal orders should be made out 
to the BNP Book Service only and not included 
in remittances sent for other items. Orders are 
likely to be dealt with more quickly if BNP 
Book Service is marked on the envelope. New 


‘titles are indicated by asterisks. 


66p. 

THEY DARE TO SPEAK OUT* (Paul Findley) 
£12.95. The author was an IIlinoss Congressman for 20 
years until he fell foul of the Israeli lobby. This book 
describes the stranglehold of Zionist power over 
American politicians, academics and media. Even those 
familiar with the subject will find this book a revelation. 
1985, 362pp. 

THE ZIONIST TERROR NETWORK. £2.00. A 12- 
page report on the murderous activities in the United 
States of the Jewish Defence League, compiled by the 
staff of the Institute for Historical Review. 

RACE (J.R. Baker) £7.60. The author, a professional 
zoologist for SO years, provides an objective and 
scholarly account of what race and how the 
concept has affected human thinking. A specialist book, 
but one of great importance. 1974, 625pp. 

THE LEUCHTER REPORT* (Fred A. Leuchter) 


_ £5.00. The evidence on ‘gas chambers’ by an American 


engineer that rocked the Zundel trial. Leuchter, in effect, 
testified that such installations could not have existed in 
German-occupied Europe before or during 1939-45. 
1988, 66pp. 
SPECTRE OF POWER* (Malcolm Ross) £6.00. The 
campaigning Canadian schoolteacher describes the 
vendetta against him by a powerful minority. 1987, 
165pp. 

VICTIM OF THE HOLOCAUST* (Hans Peter 
Rullman) £3.50. The story of the framing of John 
Demjanjuk. 1987, 78pp. 

THE COLLAPSE OF BRITISH POWER (Correlli 
Barnett) £9.95. A welcome reissue ofa vitally important 


‘book first published in 1972. Shows how liberalism and 


lack of political realism brought about Britain’s 20th 
century decline in the political, imdustrial and military 
fields. 643pp. 


THE ZUNDEL TRIAL AND FREE SPEECH (Doug 


Christie) £2.25. The defence coumsel’s address to the’ 


jury in the infamous trial in Canada of Ernst Zundel for 
daring to question the holocaust myth. A ringing defence 


. of free enquiry and free speech. 1985, 32pp. : 
THE BEST OF ATTACK AND NATIONAL. 
‘VANGUARD. £12.00. A selection of hard-hitting 


nationalist articles published between 1970 and 1982 in 
two uncompromising US magazines. 217 large pages. 
STATE SECRETS (Count Leon de Poncins) £3.50. 
A study of some little-known state documents that throw 
much light on recent history. 1975, 191pp. 
CENSORED HISTORY (Eric Butler) £1.50. An 
examination of some of the facts of recent history 
that have not found their way into textbooks or news- 
papers. 1974, 48pp. 

THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION (Douglas Reed) 
£9.00. A best-seller in nationalist circles ever since its 
‘publication. A study of Jewish-Gentile relations since 
biblical times, packed with little-known and long- 
suppressed facts. 1979, 580pp. 

THE NAMELESS WAR (Capt. A.H.M. Ramsay) 
£3.25. An outline of the secret history of the events 
leading up to the Second World War, including inform- 
ation on previous upheavals. The author had the honour 
_of being imprisoned without trial for four years during 


World War II, despite his status as a member of parlia-. 


ment. Originally published 1952, I28pp. 

THE SIX MILLION RECONSIDERED (W. Grim- 
stad). £2.50. Examines not only the ‘holocaust’ but other 
topics involved in the Jewish Question, including the 
exploitation of the ‘anti-semitic” smear. 1977, 170pp. 


RACIAL KINSHIP (H.B. Isherwood) 50p. A further 
well argued presentation of the case for ‘racism’ by the 
author of Race and Politics. 1974, 36pp. 


B.N_P. BOOK SERVICE 


154 UPPER WICKHAM LANE, WELLING, KENT DA16 3DP (Tel. 01 316 4721) 
' OPEN TUESDAYS TO FRIDAYS 10 a.m TO 5.30 p.m. 


CONSPIRACY OR DEGENERACY? (Prof. Revilo 
P. Oliver) £4.00. Text of a lecture by the author, a 
brilliant classical scholar, to New England rally for God, 
Family aud Country in 1966. 76pp. 
AMERICA’S DECLINE: THE EDUCATION OF A 
CONSERVATIVE (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £3.50. A 
collection of articles and reviews on various aspects of 
the collapse of modem civilisation. 1981, 375pp- 
RED PATTERN OF WORLD CONQUEST (Eric 


BEHIND THE SCENE Reed) £3.50. A 
reprint of the second part of the author’s Far and Wide, 
published in 1953. The new themes are titled “Zionism 
Paramount’ and “Communism Penetrant’. 93pp. 

THOUGHT CRIMES: THE KEEGSTRA CASE 
(Doug Christie) £2.40. The text of Doug Christie’s 


‘courtroom defence of the persecuted Canadian school- 


teacher Jim Keegstra. 1986, 34pp. 

POPULISM AND ELITISM (Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) 
£4.00. A study of the purpose and function of political 
power and the elements which wield it in the present 
century. 1982, LOlpp. 

THE ENEMY OF EUROPE (Francis Parker Yockey 
& Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) £6.09. Thought-provoking 
essay on the set on img the European 
peoples, written by Yockey and accompanied by a 
review of Yockey’s work by Prof. Oliver. 1981, 240pp- 


(Prof. Revilo P. Oliver) «4.06. An entertaining survey 
of modern fallacies and their charlatan promotors. 1983, 


THE GREAT HOLOCAUST TRIAL (Michael tive 
ive 


Smedley) £5.00. The political and economic consequen- 
ces of Britain’s membership of the Common Market. 
1986, 79pp. 


‘BOUND TO FAIL (Sundry authors) £2.00. A serics of 


articles by various experts covering every aspect of 
Britain’s disastrous membership of the EEC. 1987, 


62pp. 

TRUTH OUT OF AFRICA (Iver Benson) £3.60. 
Developments in Africa, part “Zimbabwe’ , since 
1960, set against a of the forces at work in 


the world as a whole. 2nd ed. 1984, I 12pp- 
TRADITIONALISTS’ ANTHOLOGY (Compiled by 
Elizabeth Lady Freeman) £9.00. A fascinating collect- 
ion of quotations from a wide variety of writers, many of 
which are of direct relevance to the nationalist cause. 
1986, 185pp- 

CHURCHILL’S WAR (David Irving) £16.95. The 
highly controversial story of Britain's World War Il 
leader during the late pre-war and wartime years. This 
book was shunned by all the ‘establishment’ publishers 
on account of its startling disclosures. Churchill- 
worshippers and believers in the ‘orthodox’ version of 
modern history will not like this book, as it describes its 
central character as the man who ruined Britain and the 
British Empire in his insane vendetta against Hitler. 
1987, 591 pp. 

GAY LESSONS (Rachel Tingle) £2.50. A topical 
exposure of the manner in which homosexuality is 
encouraged among young people by official bodies at 
public expense. 1986, 48pp. 

THE MURDER OF BRITISH INDUSTRY (John 
Boyd) 75p. An exposure of the ic economic 
and industrial effects of Britain’s membership of the 
EEC. 1987, l6pp. 

THIS AGE OF CONFLICT (Ivor Benson) £2.06. An 
exposure of the illegitimate power-structures that exist in 
today’s world. 1987, 6lpp. 


THE ELITE (Barbara Cole) £8.75. The exciting story 
of the Rhodesian Special Air Service and its campaign 
against terrorism. 1984, 449pp. 

THE BARNES TRILOGY (Harry Elmer Barnes) 
£2.75.. A combined volume containing this famous 
American revisionist’s pamphlets: Court Historians 
versus Revisionism; Blasting the Historical Blackout; 
and Revisionism and Brainwashing.. These first 
appeared in 1952, 1963 and 1963 respectively, and this 
combined edition is dated 1979, with 133pp. 

IS THE DIARY OF ANNE FRANK GENUINE? 
(Robert Faurisson) £2.75. Reprinted from The Journal 
of Historical Review, this is a critical commentary on an 
emotive historical document. 1982, 62pp. 

THE BABYLONIAN WOE (David Astle) £17.00. A 
study of the origin of certain financial practices and their 


effects on the events of ancient history, written in the 
light of the present day. 1975, 250pp. 

THE NAKED CAPITALIST (W. Cleon Skousen) 
£4.80. A study of the political power and ambitions of 
America’s and the world’s financial capitalists and of 
their link-up with communism. 1970, 144pp. 

THE ARTHURIAN LEGENDS*. £6.95. A beautifully 
illustrated anthology of Arthurian literature from 
Geoffrey of Monmouth to T.H. White. A ‘must’ for 
lovers of our national legends. 1979, 224pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE BOLSHEVIK REVOL- 
UTION* (Anthony C. Sutton) £4.70. The links 
between Wall Street finance and the Russian Revolution 
are proved beyond all question by an established scholar. 
1974, 228pp. 

WALL STREET AND THE RISE OF HITLER* 


(Anthony C. Sutton) £4.70. A book that has aroused 
considerable controversy among nationalists by _ its 
suggestion that Hitler had big financial backing from 
Wall Street. The author is an expert on the links between 
finance and politics. Read what he says and decide for 
yourself. 1976, 220pp. 

THE FRENCH REVOLUTION* (Nesta Webster) 
£6.00. A much-needed reprint of the counter-revolut- 
ionary classic that exposed the plotting behind the first 
great revolutionary bloodbath of modern history. 1919 
(rep 1988), xiv, 519pp. 
WAR LORDS OF WASHINGTON* (Curtis B. Dall) 
£2.60. In an interview with Anthony J. Hilder, Roose- 
velt’s son-in-law exposes FDR’s responsibility for Pearl 
Harbour. n.d.; 45pp. ‘ 


FROM B.N.P. HEADQUARTERS 
(Orders with cash to: PO Box 117, 
Welling, Kent DA16 3DW) 

BNP Statement of Policy 


A resume of the main political objectives of the British 
National Party. 24p post-free. 


BNP Election Manifesto 1983 

Booklet outlining the policies on which the British 
National Party fought the 1983 general election. Entitled 
Vote for Britain (23pp). 44p post-free. 


BNP Badges 
British National Party badges with logo in red, white 
and blue. Price: £1.25 post-free. 


BNP key rings 
Key rings with attachment bearing BNP logo in red, 
white and blue. £1.75 post-free. 


BNP cloth logo 


BNP logo in cloth, also in red, white and blue. Suitable 
for sowing onto anoraks, etc. £1.50 post-free. 


BNP leaflets (two-sided) 

How to spot a red teacher. Updated reprint of an old 
nationalist leaflet aimed especially at school students and 
giving advice on how to combat left-wing brainwashing 
in the classroom. 

The great Tory con-trick. Leaflet exposing the way the 
Yories are currently trying to woo the people with 
patriotic and ‘right-wing’ slogans, while their underlying 
policies are leading to the destruction of Britain. 
Unite with your friends or perish! Leaflet appealing to 
loyalist Ulster people to join forces with their supporters 
si the mainland. Lists BNP policies for Northern 
Ireland. 


These leaflets cost £6.00 per 1,000 with postage 
charges of £2.60 for 1,000 and £3.00 for 2,000. 


BNP leaflets (one-sided) 
Have you been thrown on the scrapheap by foreign 
imports? This leaflet deals with unemployment and 
explains in simple terms how vast numbers of British jobs 
are being destroyed by the international free-trade 
policies of successive governments. A brief and concise 
argument for economic nationalism. 
Violent crime in Britain: the horrifying truth. Deals 
with muggings, rapes and ‘other violent attacks on 
defenceless people, giving examples of specific cases. 
Calls for much tougher treatment of violent criminals. 
child murderers! Very powerful leaflet calling 
for the death penalty for the killers of little children. 
If we were black... Reprint, updated, of a previous BNP 
leaflet, drawing attention to special ,favours and 
privileges granted to ethnic minority groups by national 
-and local government, and calling on Whites — 
‘particularly the young — to fight for their rights. 
tion: the time to say STOP! Leaflet drawing 
attention to the still large numbers of immigrants coming 
into Britain and calling for repatriation. 
Multi-racial Britain: the experiment that failed. Help 
us end it! Collage of riot photos. 
Derelict Britain. Leaflet with photo exhibiting rotting 
urban landscape, calling upon people to help fight against 
the politicians who have brought this about. Mehtions 
unemployment, bad housing, immigration, crime, etc. 
Stand by Ulster! Leaflet supporting loyalists in Northern 
Ireland and listing BNP policies for the province. 


These leaflets cost £4.50 per 1,000 with postage 
charges of £2.60 for 1,000 and £3.00 for 2,000. 


BNP posters 

Multi-racial Britain: the experiment that failed. Help 
us end it! Collage of riot photos. 

Oppose the disarmers! Build up our forces! Make 
Britain strong! Photo of Royal Marine in action with 
machine gun. 

She freezes in winter while Third World gets £1,000 
million a year. Put British people before aliens! Photo 
of old lady by unlit fire. 

Ulster: smash ism. Hang IRA murder- 
ers! Drawing of man holding hangman’s rope with wife. 
and youngster and flag in background. 

Protect British jobs: ban imports! Special unemploy- 
ment poster with photo of Japanese cars coming off boat. 
Protect our women and old folk: stamp out muggers! 
Drawing of mugging gang. 

What’s happened to free speech? Update of poster 
first produced in 1986 showing how the state is trying to 
‘silence those who oppose the alien invasion of Britain. 
Drawing of white man with gag. 

Support White South Africa. This slogan in large white 
letters on blue background. 

rg 2 ac measure 12.6in x 17.7in. Each contains 
the BNP name and address and logo in red, white and 


‘blue. Prices: 1-9 at 12p each; 10-19 at 10p each; 20-49 


at 8p each; 50 or over at 6p each. Postage should be 
estimated on the basis of one poster weighing 10g. 


BNP stickers 

With slogans:- 

Fight subversion: smash communism! 

Put British people before aliens! (same as poster) 
Start iation! 

Make Britain ! (same as poster) 

Ban imports! (same as poster) 

Stamp out muggers! (same as poster) 

Hang IRA murderers! (same as poster) 

vise” pth a cameras et a bring back 


rope: 
Same. the ,Angio-Irish Agreement: Keep Ulster 
Love the White Race: protect its future! 
Abortion is child murder: make it illegal! 
Protect us from AIDS: outlaw homosexuality! 
Stickers measure 3.5in x 2.5in and are available in 
gummed-backed or self-adhesive form, each 
containing BNP name and address and logo in red, 
white and blue. Gummed-back stickers cost £4.00 per 
1,000 or 40p per 100, self-adhesive £1.50 per 100. 
Postage costs 26p per 100. 


BNP recordings 


Rally ’89. 3-hour video-recording of BNP London rally, 
October 14th 1989. Hear and see speeches by John 
Peacock, Gus McLeod, Tony Morgan, David Bruce, 
Harry Mullin, Richard Edmonds and John Tyndall. 

87. 2'4-hour video-recording of BNP London 
rally, October 31st 1987. Hear and see speeches by 
Ronald .Rickcord, Ian Sloan. Gus McLeod, Dr. Peter 
Peel, Richard Edmonds, Stanley Clayton-Garnett, David 
Bruce and Joan Tyndall. 


Price of videos: £15 plus 71p p&p. 


Rally ‘82. Sound recording of BNP rally in London, 
October 16th 2, the therne of which'was ‘Unite and 
fight for Brita. ; future!’ ; 

Side 1: Includes speech by Charles Parker. 


Side 2: Speech by John Tyndall. 

Speaks I: Two studio talks:- 
Side 1: Talk on ‘Our Anglo-Saxon heritage’ (about the 
worldwide dispersion of the peoples of British stock). 
Side 2: Talk on Britain’s economic crisis’ (recorded in 
1981). 

Speaks II: Two studio talks:- 
Side 1: Talk on ‘The case for nationalism’ (the intef- 
nationalist argument demolished). 
Side 2: Talk on ‘Tragedy of the 20th century’ (analysis of 
World War II). 

Speaks III: Two studio talks:- 
Side 1: Talk on “Why we must repatriate’. 
Side 2: Talk on ‘Foundations of the national community’ 
(discourse on racial nationalism and its concepts of 
government and citizenship). 
T IV: Two studio talks:- 
Side 1: Talk on “The way to full employment’. 
Side 2: Talk on ‘The racial time-bomb’ (A thorough 
demolition of the multi-racialist point of view and a 
warning of the dire consequences facing Britain if the 
multi-racial éxperiment is not ended). 
Cassette recordings available at £3.50 plus 26p p&p 


FROM NORWICH BRANCH B.N.P. 
(Orders with cash to 9 Johnson Place, 
Norwich NR2 2SA) 


BNP beer mats with large red, white and blue party logo 

and party name and address in blue on white background. 
Ideal recruitment aid for leaving in pubs or for nationalist 
socials. 


Samples for £1 or packs at: £5/£10/£20 (incl. postage) 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY 


White china coffee mugs with famous red, white and blue 
BNP logo on front and back. The mugs have a half-pint 
capacity, and fully washable and British-made. 

1-5 mugs at £2.25 each; 6-15 mugs at £2.00 gach; 16- 
plus mugs at £1.75 each. Price does not include 
postage — please return postage cost on receipt of your 
parcel. 


B.N.P. BEER MAT 
See sample on right 


* * * 


Candour 
British views letter, founded by A.K. Chesterton tc 
defend national sovereignty against the menace of inter- 
national finance. Subscription: £6.00 per year. 
Obtainable from: Forest House, Liss Forest, Hants. 
GU33 7DD. 


Behind the News 

Highly informative newsletter, edited’ by Ivor Benson. 
Enquiries from UK, Europe or Australasia to: PO Box 
29, Sudbury, Suffolk CO10 6EF. From North America 
to: PO Box 130. Flesherton, Ontario NOC 1E0, Canada. 
From South Africa to: PO Box 1564, Krugersdorp 1740. 
Behind the News is a ‘must’ for your reading table. 


The Truth at Last 

Hard-hitting t for American and other white race 
patriots. Sample copy for £1. Write to: PO Box 1211, 
Marietta, Georgia 30061, U.S.A. 
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NEW BUILDING FUND: 
£1,664.64 NEEDED! 


The tctal in contributions to the New Building Fund 
since last month is £332.36. This is quite a satisfactory 
achievement, and we thank all these who have made it 
possible, including one donor who gave £100. 


The Fund has been launched to raise money to equip 
and fortify the new premises recently opened up by the 
British National Party in Welling, Kent. 


The Fuiid has a target of £5,000, and so there is still a 


good way to go if we are to raise this total. Please mark 
_all donations ‘New Building Fund’ and post them to: PO 


Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 


Big activity programme 
planned for 1990 


At a confezence held in London on January 
13th, attended by leading party officials from 
around the country, it was resolved to make 
1990 a year of greater activity output than any 
so far launched by the BNP. 

The conference began with a short talk by 
John Tyndall, who spoke of the spectacular 
achievements of 1989, particularly in the 
realm of publicity. He then spoke of the 
greater numbers of people now supporting the 
party and attending its activities. The party, 
however, must do more to solidify these 
people’s commitment to it by ensuring to enrol 
them as fee-paying members, he said. 

Mr. Tyndall’s talk was followed by a 
discussion on broad party strategy in 1990. 
One policy resolved upon was that the party 
would make opposition to the entry of the 
Hong Kong Chinese a major part of its 
campaign, and would shortly publish an 
extensive new range of publicity material on 


British Nationalist 


British Nationalist is a tabloid published in 
support of the British National Party, normally 
on a monthly basis. Sample copies will be 
sent on receipt of 40p (covering p&p). 
Subscription for 12 issues is £5.15 (British 
Isles) or £7.00 (overseas surface mail). Bulk 
rates are as follows:- 


10 copies £2.50 

25 copies £5.50 

50 copies £10.00 

100 copies £17.50 

150 copies £25.00 

200 copies £30.00 

300 copies £42.00 + £5.50 post 

400 copies £55.00 + £5.50 post 
500 copies £65.00 ) Bulk rates 

1,000 copies £125.00 ) by Roadline 


Cheques/postal orders to British Nationalist, 

PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 

Please keep orders and enquiries concerning 

British Nationalist totally separate from other 

correspondence in order to avoid confusion 
delay. 


+ 70p post 

+ £2.39 post 
+ £2.85 post 
+ £3.30 post 
+ £3.80 post 
+ £4.20 post 
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this theme. It was also felt that the electoral 
climate was changing in the party’s favour and , 
that a greater effort in local government 
elections this year would pay dividends. 

Mr. Tyndall stressed in these discussions 
that the party, in order to achieve a greater 
output of propaganda, must recruit more 
people to share the load of propaganda 
production — too much, he said, now depends 
on his own efforts, and new talents and 
initiatives must be encouraged. 

The conference then turned to a discussion 
of major activities for the year. It was 
provisionally decided to earmark the 
following areas for party rallies during the 
year: London (3), Nottingham, Lancashire, 
Yorkshire, South Wales, Milton Keynes, 
Peterborough, Wolverhampton, Glasgow and 
Dundee. 

It must be stressed — this list is provisional. 
The programme must be subject to flexibility 
as events and issues unfold, and the rallies 
named constitute only the high spots of the 


REPLY TO THE HOME OFFICE 


(Contd. from page 14) 


expression of any opinion on public matters 
which suggests that different races do not, and 
cannot, perform equally, and that the multi- 
racial society is not working and should be 
terminated. I say this because that is the 
situation which, in fact, exists in this country 
today — with those holding to such opinions 
banned from hiring meeting halls, banned 
from holding outdoor assemblies to which they 
have the proper facility to direct members of 
the general public, banned from having their 
publications sold in newsagents and book- 
shops and banned from expressing their views 
on radio or television. 

Come clean, Mr. Harnett. These are the 
true facts of life in Britain today, aren't they? 


Yours sincerely 
JOHN TYNDALL 


_ by BNP Record- 


NEW VIDEO 


Now available: 
the video- 
recording of the 
enormously 
successful BNP 
rally in London 
on October 14th 
last year. 
Entitled 

Rally ’89, this 
video is supplied 


ings, PO Box 117, 
Welling, Kent 
DAI6 3DW. 
Price £15 plus 
£1.06 p&p. 
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activity programme. 

One proposal which received strong support 
at the conference was that the party urgently 
needed to produce a repertoire of marching 
songs. It was agreed that this matter should be 
given high priority. 

When the party’s programme of major 
activities for the year is more conclusively 
decided, we shall ensure that all readers are 
properly informed. 


_ THAT CENSORSHIP 
AGAIN 


For some years Spearhead has been 
regularly purchased on subscription by the 
Public Library in Vancouver, Canada. 
However, we have just heard from a 
correspondent in that city that, following 
the publication in our October 1989 issue 
of a reprint of an article about the Jewish 
powers around Mrs. Thatcher, taken from 
a Jewish paper — no less, this issue was 
very promptly removed from the library 
shelves and has not been seen since. 

Which fact we regard as praise indeed 
for the item in question! 


Wait for your reminder! 


We occasionally receive letters from subs- 
cribers asking when their subs are due for 
renewal. We take this opportunity to inform 
everyone that when subs expire reminders to 
renew are always sent with copies. No need to 
write and find out! 


Propagandists needed! 


As mentioned elsewhere on this page, there is an 
urgent need in the British National Party to widen 
the circle of people contributing ideas, designs and 
production work to the party’s output of propaganda 
material. It is intended shortly to form a special 
working group that will co-ordinate efforts in this 
field. Will all those who are interested in partic- 
ipating in this group please write to PO Box 117, 
Welling, Kent DA16 3DW. 


Past nationalist literature for sale. Send 
stamped-addressed envelope. Box 247, 
Spearhead. 


‘FLAG’ LEADER’S PATHETIC 


Recently Edinburgh BNP member Michael Whyte 
received an unsolicited package of publicity material 
from the National Front (Flag faction). He wrote back 


to the Front and asked what was stopping it uniting 
with the BNP. In reply he received the following letter 
from NF Chairman Ian Anderson:- 


THE LETTER 


Dear Mr. Whyte, 


Thank you for your letter of 19th December, but 
I have to tell you that there is absolutely no chance of 
a merger between ourselves and the BNP. There are 
a number of reasons for this however I will briefly 
summarise the main ones. 

The BNP constitution vests almost all power 
with ‘The Leader’ and is a highly dictatorial system 
— the National Front is an entirely democratic 
movement from the bottom to the top. The BNP is 
effectively a one man band effectively owned and 
controlled by John Tyndall. His abilities as a 
‘Leader’ are open to serious question. The one time 
in our history when the movement needed real 
lesdership was in 1980 after a bad general election 
and after a damaging split with a group called the 
‘Constitutional Movement’. John Tyndall not only 
failed to provide any leadership at that time but 
believing the party to be imminently going bankrupt, 
he was the first to leave what he believed to be a 
sinking ship. Many of us stayed on and were able to 
save.the ship. We are hardly likely to now welcome 
his return. 

Over the last year the BNP has become increas- 
ingly Nazi and backward-looking — they now openly 


sell Mein Kampf, their paper sellers regularly burst” 


into a chorus of the Horst Wessel song when selling 
down Brick Lane in Lonaon and Tyndall seems more 
interested and motivated by what happened in 
Europe nearly half a century ago than he does in the 
problems of Britain in the 1990s. I would also point 
out that whenever possible merger has been 


discussed in the past the BNP have made it perfectly 
clear that it could only be achieved in their view if 
Tyndall was to be the joint Chairman. 

Any such proposal would be rejected out of 
hand by our membership and any senior officer 
proposing it is likely to find himself rapidly removed 
from his position by our membership. 

So as you will see there is no chance of any 
merger,or even of much co-operation. Quite simply 
we believe that over the past year the National Front 
has solved yirtually all its problems and is now 

“growing very rapidly. A conservative estimate would 
put our numbers at roughly 8-10 times that of the 
BNP and our growth is accelerating. In contrast we 
understand that the BNP has serious internal diffic- 
ulties and is in deep financial trouble — if you have 
seen Spearhead recently you can judge this for 

“yourself. 

The National Front is a highly tolerant organis- 
ation and in some respects we allow a wide variety of 
views within a racial-nationalist framework. We 
therefore believe that we provide the sole sane and 
coherent vehicle for the advance of racial nation- 

, alism and its acceptance by the British people and it 
would appear that an increasing number of people 
are now accepting our view. 
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Yours sincerely 
IAN ANDERSON (Chairman) 


(The above has been reprinted exactly as it was typed. 
To economise on space, a small part has been 
excluded which was not of any particular relevance. ) 


OUR COMMENTS 


So much puerile nonsense is contained in the 
above letter from Mr. Anderson that to reply to it all 
as we might would take more space than it deserves. 
We will therefore limit ourselves to answering the 
more glaring and obvious lies. 

Lie 1: The BNP is not ‘owned’ by John Tyndall; its 
property could not be disposed of by any individual 
in pursuit of any private interest. 

Lie 2: Mr. Tyndall did not ‘desert’ the NF in 1980; 
as leader at the time — a time of some internal stress 
— he stated that he was prepared to continue bearing 
responsibility for the party’s fortunes provided he 
was given adequate leadership powers. The party's 
Directorate refused to grant him those powers, and 
accordingly he resigned. For some time afterwards, 
he made it clear that he was prepared to come back 
and assume responsibility if those powers were 
granted. 

Lie 3: BNP paper-sellers do not sing the Horst 
Wessel song at Brick Lane or anywhere else. We 
have checked this story and find it to be complete 
fabrication. 


Lie 4: If anyone wants to learn of Mr. Tyndall’s 
main political interests and motivations, they need 
only read his book The Eleventh Hour, a quite small 
portion of which is devoted to events of half a century 
ago in Europe and the bulk of which is addressed to 
modern issues confronting Britain. 

Lie 5: To people acquainted with the facts the 
claim that NF membership is 8-10 times that of the 
BNP is laughable. The Front at its last AGM — its 
main event of the year — had a maximum of 120 
people present. At the BNP’s main event — its 
October rally in London — just under 300 people 
were in attendance, 80 per-cent of them members. 

Lie 6: The BNP, while not claiming to be affluent, 
is not in any financial trouble. Neither does it have 
any internal difficulties. 

The truth: Mr. Anderson is correct in one thing: 
The BNP will not unite with the NF except with Mr. 
Tyndall as leader. The performance of the Front 
leadership over the past 10 years makes this an 
absolute necessity over which there can be no 
compromise. 


SUPPORT FUND 


Income from sales of our magazine is not enough to cover 
production and administrative costs. We therefore rely on 
regular donations from our supporters so that we may remain 


soivent. 


Please send all contributions to: PO Box 117, Welling, Kent 
DA16 3DW. Please note that receipts are not normally sent for 
donations of less than £10 unless specifically requested, in which 
case an SAE would be appreciated. 


Please pass the ammunition, 


and keep us in the battle! 


LIES 


Contact your 
local party unit 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY is 
organised into active units extending over most 
of the areas of the United Kingdom. Below we 
give a list of the main units:- * 


NORTH WEST LONDON 
BM Box 3958, London WCIN 3XX 


EAST LONDON 
PO Box 300, Emma Street, Hackney} . 
London E2 7BZ . 


SOUTH LONDON 
PO Box 117, Welling, Kent DA16 3DW 


WEST KENT 
PO Box 48, Tonbridge TN11 9JF 


EAST KENT 
73 Shirkoak Park, Woodchurch, Ashford 


EPPING FOREST : 
PO Box 12, Loughton, Essex IG10 3BU 


SUFFOLK 
2 Albert Road, Framlingham 


NORFOLK 
9 Johnson Place, Norwich NR2 2SA 


SOUTH WALES 
PO Box 214, Cardiff CF3 9YB 


NORTH WALES 
PO Box 3, Llangefni, Anglesey L77 7UY 


BIRMINGHAM 
PO Box 771, Great Barr, 
Birmingham B44 9LZ 


LEICESTER 
PO Box 148, Leicester LE3 2YD 


PETERBOROUGH 
PO Box 211, Peterborough, Cambs. PE3 8JE 


LIVERPOOL 
PO Box 116, Liverpool L69 1SH 


MANCHESTER & SALFORD 
PO Box 16, Salford M6 SEP 


LEEDS & BRADFORD 
PO Box BR1O, Bramley, Leeds 13 


HUDDERSFIELD 
PO Box A43, Huddersfield HD1 4NN 


WAKEFIELD 
PO Box 101. Wakefield WF2 9XY 


SHEFFIELD 
PO Box 44, Sheffield S1 1ES 


DARLINGTON 
PO Box 61, Darlington, Co. Durham DL3 9RD 


TYNE & WEAR 
PO Box.8, South Shields NE33 1LP 


GLASGOW 
PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL 


DUNDEE 
PO Box 161, Dundee DD1 9YR 


The BNP also has units in Gloucestershire, 
Hertfordshire, Bedford, Milton Keynes,. 
Stourbridge (West Midlands), Nottingham, 
North Nottinghamshire, Bolton & Bury, 
Warrington, Blackpool, Hull, Halifax, 
Dewsbury, Batley, York, Tees-side, Sunder- 
land, Edinburgh, Aberdeen and Inverness. If 
you want to make contact with any of these 
units, or start a new unit, please write to BNP 
Head Office at PO Box 117, Welling, Kent 
DA16 3DW. 
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BATS IN THE 
EPISCOPAL BELFRY 


NOEL A. HUNT offers advice to Christian clergy and 
Jewish rabbinate on the subject of ‘anti-semitism’ 


THE authentic canting snivel of today’s 
Church of England was recently heard at its 
best in the House of Lords. 

The Chief Rabbi,. Lord Jakobovits, was 
calling for a change in British law to allow a 
few people, now resident in Britain and 
allegedly guilty of. ‘war crimes’, to be 
prosecuted. : 

This is reasonable from the Rabbi's point of 
view: the God of Lord Jakobovits is a jealous 
and angry God, a God of vengeance, as a 
reading of the Old Testament will make plain. 

The House.-was then addressed by the 
Bishop of St. Albans, the Rt. Rev. John 
Taylor. His Lordship’s God is, of course, the 
Christian God of love and forgiveness, as the 
New Testc'ment makes clear. But in this case 
His Lordship did not plead for love and 
forgiveness — hot for the alleged criminals. 
Instead he suggested that they should be 
extradited for trial in the countries where the 
offences were alleged to have taken place. 

His Lordship continued, wallowing in guilt 
and revelling in true Anglican cant, saying that 
he was conscious of the revival of ‘anti- 
semitism’ in Britain. He said: ‘‘I have seen it in 
my own diocese, and I pledge myself to do all 
that I can to stamp it out.”” What could be more 
trendily ecumenical? 

One would be interested to know just how 
His Lordship proposes to go about carrying 
out his pledge to “‘stamp out anti-semitism.””? 

A good start might be to define precisely 
what he means by the term, then to say what is 
morally wrong with such a belief. His Lordship 
might then with advantage learn a little 
elementary ethnology. The majority of those 
of the Jewish faith in Britain are not Semites, 
as he appears to suppose. They are descended 
from the Khazars, a Mongoloid people only 
converted to Judaism in about 1200 AD. The 
Semites in Palestine today are the Palest- 
inians, the Arabs and a minority of Sephardi 
Jews in Israel. Most Israelis are in fact of 


THE CHIEF RABBI 
Might he not do more to reduce ‘anti-semitism’ 
if he persuaded his flock to change some of the 
habits that caused Christians to dislike them? 


Khazar descent. 

Thus, if His Lordship, as a trendy cleric, 
supports Israel against the Palestinians, he is 
being anti-semitic. 


WHAT CAUSES ‘ANTI-SEMITISM’? 


As regards His Lordship’s pledge to do all 
that he can to stamp out anti-semitism (in the 
sense that he understands it), perhaps the most 
sensible first step would be to organise an 
enquiry-in his diocese to ascertain precisely 
what it is about the behaviour of those of the 
Jewish faith which irritates some of his 
Christian flock. Presumably only these habits 
or traits give rise to the ‘anti-semitism’ of 
which he complains. 


Armed with this information, His Lordship 
could then circularise -all rabbis, synagogues 
and practising Jews in his diocese with precise 
information as to how, by irritating the 
Christian majority, they give rise to ‘anti- 
semitism’. Then he could urge that in the 
interests of racial and religious harmony in 
Britain those of the Jewish faith should try to 
avoid offence to the majority by changing 
some of their ways. 

‘A copy of this circular would be most 


. interesting and useful to the Chief Rabbi; he is 


no doubt as concerned as anyone to eradicate 


_ ‘anti-semitism’. He would then be in a position 


to tell his flock precisely what it is in their 
behaviour which irks the British natives, and 
to suggest what changes in their conduct seem 
desirable in the interests of harmony. 

These seem to be the minimum measures to 
be taken if His Lordship the Bishop is to carry 
out his pledge. But we may be pretty certain 
that he will in fact confine himself to sermons 
and pastoral letters castigating the wicked 
Christians of his flock who do not love Khazars 
of the Jewish faith; and also to urging them to 
alter their views and behaviour so that they 
avoid giving offence to this racial and religious 
minority. 

Byron must have been smarting under the 
result of a similar dose of clerical cant when he 
wrote: ‘‘Oh for a forty-parson power to chant 
thy praise, Hypocrisy!” 


IMPORTANT MEETING 


Cardiff Branch of the British National Party 
has asked us to inform all party members, 
supporters and other interested people in the 
South Wales area that a special meeting will 
be held in Cardiff on Thursday, March 1st, to 
mark St. David’s Day. For further information 
contact South Wales BNP at PO Box 214, 
Cardiff CF3 9YB. 


Find out about the British National Party 


Send 30p for information pack to:- 


P.O. BOX 117 
WELLING : 
KENT DA16 3DW 


(Telephone enquiries to 01 316 4721) 
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